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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Ir 1s now decided that Mr. Justice Brrwx will act as vacation 
judge during the first half of the Long Vacation, and Mr. 
ustice Rrptey during the second half. 





On Fray in last week Mr. Justice Kexewion’s get 
collapsed, although it contained nine actions for trial. 
appeared that three of — actions had been stayed by a 
without any intimation ha been made to the court; in two 
others no defendant a ; two others were dismissed with 
costs, no one appearing for the plaintiffs ; one was ordered to 
stand over on account of the illness of a material witness ; and 
in another the plaintiff was not ready with his witnesses, and 
the briefs had been delivered to his counsel only that morning. 
The learned judge was naturally wroth at the loss of public 
time resulting from the circumstances above mentioned ; 
we must admit that there was Bg for his reprehension of 
the practice of late deliv briefs, and omission to give 
seasees for ising too ese ee eae 
reasons for ying the very riefs 0 to 
tions being pending for cettlement of the action, but in the 
greater number of cases the evil could be avoided by rather 
more care in the organization of the solicitors’ offices. 





Previovsty To the consideration of the Land Transfer Bill by 
the Standing Committee on Law of the House of that 
peepee ends arg the addition of five lawyers 
three of them pledged tothe every op. dneomlrwraggers. a 

erat yal Navy. Te must be apparet to every- 
om et comes Ls operty, no sidiaaaiery 
mately conn w 
decision can be arrived at without « large, infusion into, the 
committee of persons innocent of any knowledge of that law. 
Shen upon Tesodey (000 ie eres Cones een ae 
the committee were summoned to meet, 


oe he perpen gare! 
and 
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ene ‘ 
altering the primary devolution of real estate on the death of 
every owner throughout England and Wales), Sir H. H. 
Fowzzr made a vigorous remonstrance against this precipitate 
harry. This, he said, was the most highly technical Bill of the 
Beeaion, the amendments had just been presented for the first 
time, and he professed himself absolutely incapable of consider- 
fag them.at once. He submitted that it would seriously impair 
the value of Grand Committees if amendments were to be 
offhand without consideration. Then, for the first 
time, it appeared that the committee had been called together 
for work “under some misapprehension.” It would be really 
interesting to know who was responsible for this ‘“ misappre- 
hension.”” We presume that this mode of legislation (like the 
measure to which it was applied) is “‘ made in Germany.” 





TERE was a pretty sight at the Temple on Saturday at the 
annual inspection of the Inns of Court Rifle Volunteers. The 
announcement that Lord Justice Carrry (a former officer) would 
take command of the reserve company, composed of retired 
members of the corps, brought together a large assembly of 
veterans, including several learned judges, many Queen’s Counsel, 
aod well-known members of the bar, including a number of 
eminent conveyancers. They were formed up in company order 
in plain clothes—for, alas! the uniforms which were worn twenty 
or thirty years ago would not now in all cases fit the former 
wearers—and sticks and umbrellas represented the rifles. Then 
Lord Justice Currry, to all ap ce as lithe, upright, and 
active as when he rowed for Oxford nearly forty years ago, put 
the veterans through divers evolutions; with great glee revers- 
ing the order of his judicial colleagues, bringing the House of 
Lords (represented by a learned Lord of Appeal) into line with 
the other judges, issuing mandatory injunctions, and making a 
large number of orders on motions. The conveyancers par- 
ticularly distinguished themselves, executing with great 
promptitude voluntary settlements of their sticks and umbrellas 
when so suggested by the Lord Justice, and, in reply to his 
requisitions, deducing a satisfactory title to be considered 
*‘ efficient.” It is gratifying to add that the inspecting officer 
‘was eo much impressed with the martial bearing and military 
acquirements of the learned judges who paraded before him 
that he invited them, one and all, to accompany him on the 
inspection of the uniformed battalion ; and the learned judges, 
having, we presume, satisfied themselves that the battalion was 
@ “thing concerning which a question may arise,” within the 
terms of R. 8. C., ord. 50, r. 4, consented to hold a “‘ view.” 





Tue pecision of the Court of Appeal in Re Lhrmann’s Trade- 
Marks shews that there is a difficulty upon a dissolution of 
partnership in arranging for the joint use of trade-marks 
attached to the aoe ga business. By a deed of dissolution 
of partnership dated 
name of Exrmany, who had carried on business under the 
names of Exrmann Broruers and Exrmann Frines, agreed 
that one should carry on business under the former name and 
the other four under the latter. All the brothers were to be 
entitled to use the trade-marks of the old firm, and simultaneous 
applications were to be made by the one brother and by the 
four brothers for the registration of the trade-marks in their 

ive names. The a were met, however, by the 
ection of the Com er, based on section 72 (1) of the 
igns, and e-Marks Act, 1883 (46 & 47 Vict. c. 

57), that, except where the court has decided that two or more 
persons are entitled to be registered as proprietors of the same 
trade-mark, he is not to register in respect of the same goods a 
trade-mark identical with one already on the register. Since 
there had been no — ae the —_ under the section, the 
existing registration of the e-marks was necessarily a bar to 
fresh registration, and although this difficulty might have 
over by cancellation of the old registration and the simul- 
entry of the new registrations, the Comptroller raised 
objection that identical new marks ought not to be 
in the names of different persons. When it is con- 
that the right to use the marks will pass by devolution 


assignment to persons other than the applicants, between 


i 


in December, 1896, five brothers of the | P 





whom there will not exist the same arrangements for commog 
use, it is obvious that the registrations will tend to produce 
confusion, and they may also in course of time afford the means 
of deceiving the public. Hence Srretive, J., held that the Comp- 
troller was oo his “ay ae —o- the applications for 
registration ought to refused. T @ only course, it would 


seem, under such riroumatances, is to Tot_the trade-marks be 
assigned to one of the new firms formed on the dissolution of 


the parta Pp, pow ven to the other firm to sue in 
the name of the registered owner. But a joint use of the trade- 
marks supported by separate registrations is not possible. 





Tue Szrecr Commrrrzs of the House of Commons appointed 
to inquire into the procedure on Parliamentary Election Peti- 
tions has been taking evidence from Mr. Justice Cave and Mr, 
Justice Wricut. The former learned judge advocates a simple 
way of checking the tendency to allege charges indiscriminately 
in the petition in reliance upon the possibility of establishing 
some of them by subsequent information. At present it is 
necessary, under the Election Petitions Act, 1868 (31 & 32 Vict. c, 
125), for the petitioner to give, on the presentation of the peti- 
tion, security to the extent of £1,000. This amount Mr. Justice 
Cave would modify according to circumstances, assigning a 
separate sum to each head of charge. In the case of a simple 
recount he would reduce it to £100. But if a petitioner chose 
to run through the whole list of election offences, alleging 
bribery, undue influence, treating, and so on, he would have to 
find security for each head of charge, and Cave, J., would not 
object to the security amounting to £2,000 or £2,500. The 
result would be to reduce the deposit where the petition was 
brought upon one or two specific charges, but to increase it if a 
series of charges were made. Mr. Justice Wricur proposes 
0} arrive at the same result by a different method. The 
sum deposited is to remain in ordinary cases at the present 
amount of £1,000, though with power for the court to increase 
it, but it should be oa in cash, and not merely secured. To 
prevent the reckless multiplication of charges he would require 
the cases of illegal practices known to the petitioner to be 
stated either in the petition itself or within a fixed time 
—say, a week—afterwards, and for cases subsequently put 
forward a further security of £50 would be required. Possibly 
this latter expedient would be the more effectual method for 
dealing with the tendency to make a variety of allegations in 
the petition. Under the existing practice, where an allegation 
is wide enough to include a variety of charges, as where 4 
respondent is charged generally with ‘‘other corrupt and illegal 
practices,” he is entitled to know immediately what are the 
charges he has to meet ; but particulars of specific charges need 
only be given within a certain period before the trial to be fixed 
by the court, and though there is no inflexible rule on the 
subject, the ordinary time is seven days. To require these 
articulars to be given in the petition itself would have a strong 
influence in checking speculative proceedings. 





Te symposium on the codification of English law which was 
commenced in the June number of the New Century Review, and 
which was founded on proposals for codification made by Dr, 
Buiake Opcers, Q.C., is continued in the current number and is 
concluded by a reply from Dr. Opczrs, There appears to bea 
general agreement among the contributors that any codification of 
the law which is attempted must necessarily be on the piece- 
meal fashion of the Bills of Exchange and the Sale of Goods 
Acts. A magnificent scheme for the simultaneous codification 
of the entire law is out of the question. There is a point of 
divergence, however, whether such parts as are undertaken shall 
be confessedly fragmentary, or whether they should not be under 
the supervision of a general editor who would work with regard 
to his conception of the ultimate form of the code as a whole, 
Hitherto we have had only fragmentary codes, and this for 
obvious practical reasons. It has been ible to get a few. 
well-defined branches of law codified by experts and 
through Parliament without the initial energy and the expense 
which would be necessary to set in motion a comprehensive 
scheme. But Dr. Opcxrs strongly advocates a return to the 
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jects of the law reformers of the middle part of the century. 
Sauning that distinct branches of law are to codifica- 
tion, he urges that this should be done under central su 
vision. “Surely,” he says, “‘ it would be better that the men who 
will be thus engaged in consolidating our existing law should 
work in harmony with each other, and under the supervision of 
one head man or editor, who should have in his mind an entire 
scheme for the future, and who would fit the work of each con- 
solidator into its proper place, so that eventually out of these 
fragments might rise the solid structure of an orderly and 
organized code.” The editor, according to Dr. Opczrs, would 
have to give up his career on the Bench or at the Bar, and 
devote himself to the task ; but the actual contributors are to be 
men still in the practice of their profession. ‘The law of 
England cannot be codified by a set of civil servants in an upper 
chamber at Whitehall. It must be done by men in practice, 
men in touch with the actual business and the most modern 
needs of the nation.”’ 





For ouRSELVEs we shall be quite satisfied if more moderate 
schemes prevail; and, indeed, there is no real probability of 
anything on a comprehensive scale being done. The sixty years 
of the present reign have been fertile in legislation, but they 
bave not been marked by any great desire to improve the form 
of the law. Professor Marrtanp, in his contribution to the 
New Century Review symposium, goes further, and complains 
that we have been slow in abolishing old-fashioned law, par- 
ticularly the law of real property. “In the thirties of this 
century,” he gays, “things were going well with us. Parlia- 
ment passed some statutes that were bold and skilful and cut 
deep. Since then we have been timid; we have remedied one 
little evil and another, but never gone near the root of the 
mischief. The judgment of the historian will, I fear, 
be that less was done for the improvement of our land law 
during the sixty years of Queen Vicrorra than was done during the 
six of Wri114m THE Fovrrn.” This is a hard saying in these 
Jubilee times, and perhaps Professor MarrLanp tes the 
absurdities, or at any rate the practical inconvenience of the 
Statute of Uses, and does not take sufficient note of the legisla- 
tion connected with the name of Lord Oarmns. But that there is 
room for much improvement in the form of the legislation 
which has accumulated during the present reign will be univers- 
ally admitted, and Mr. F. Rowrzy Parker draws attention to 
the difficulties which cluster round the statutes relating to 
_ health and to the burden which legislation by reference 

imposed upon the judges who are called upon to put in 
plain language the occult wisdom of Parliament. Whenever 
there is a commission or an authority of any kind charged with 
the improvement of the form of the law, it will have plenty of 
useful work ready to its hand in dealing with cases where con- 
solidation of statute law is urgently required. Of the branch 
of law just referred to Lord Russzt1, OJ., as Mr. Rowizy 
Parker observes, has said: ‘‘It is entirely tic and 
most confused, and in the public interest steps ought to be 
speedily taken to reduce the existing chaos into system and 
order.” When urgent work of this kind has been done it will 
be time to deal with more ambitious schemes of codification. 





Few caszs present more difficulty than those where persons 
have negotiated for a contract, but, while agreeing in a sense 
upon terms, have intimated their desire to have a formal con- 
tract and executed. The law would have been at once 
simple and satisfactory had it been held that such an intimation 
was a bar to the informal contract becoming complete, so that 
the intention of the parties would be effectuated and they would 
not be bound until the details of the contract had been ne sod 
settled ee + _— however, has ak ~ 

. “Tf,” said Jzsszr, M.R., in Crossley v. Maysock . R. 

18 Eq. p. 181), “there is a simple acceptance of an offer to 
accompanied by a statement that the acceptor desires 

the arrangement should be put into some more formal 
terms, the mere reference to such a proposal will not prevent 
the court from enforcing the final agreement so arrived at.” 
And still more emphatic was Lord Wzsrsuny, C., in Chinnock ¥. 


per-|such agreement is bindi er the ete may have 
declared that the wéliaw tats as a 





Ely (4 D. J. & 8. p. 646), where he referred with approval to 
the sotcine that, 1 these hay baka a Saal equemninis tt ellis 

























a Tormal agreemer mall Db i ‘ ie parties 
(of. Rossiter v. Miller, $ App. Vas. .). There is, of course, 
an air of plausibility in saying that a final contract shall not be 


robbed of its finality by reference to a future formal contract, 
but in practice it is often difficult to say at what point a final 
contract ae b-. and = don rate it is the intention of the 
parties to defer ity until the preparation of the formal agree- 
ment. In the recent case of Cook v. Williams Kzxewron, J., had to 
deal with a negotiation conducted by letters and telegrams 
between the plaintiff, who was the purchaser, and the agents 
for the vendor. Towards the wa the iations the 
agents sent a telegram to the plaintiff that they would “close 
for £21,250, subject to more formal contract,” and the plaintiff 
wrote accepting that offer and enclosing a cheque the 
deposit. The payment of the deposit was a matter which under 
ordinary circumstances would go far to shew that a binding 
contract had been arrived at, but in of fact 
were acting for an executor whose title had not been . 
and it was natural that they should intend to defer the actual 
contract until their principal was in a position to give them!) 
formal instructions. Apart from this, the telegram conveyed an 
express intimation that the offer was not in itself meant to form 
a part of a binding contract, and Kexewicn, J., declined to 
) = qe ormance. In all such cases the intention is to ; 
make the obligations of the parties depend upon the formal 
contract, and it would have saved much litigation had the |, 
courts always recognized this fact. 





Te courts have always recognized that the Statute of 
Frauds ought not to be too readily used by parties as a means 
of getting out of their bargains, and it is not i that in 
a. Bourne (ante, p. 606) it — wat 

@ strict construction YRNE, J., upon the require- 
ment that a contract the sale of land must sn 
description of the land sold. It is well settled that there need 
not be an actual description of the land itself. It is sufficient 
. er. ae — aman it to be aw 

y evidence. Hence, wv. Cotterell 30 W. 
148" 20 Oh. D. 90), where the was 80. 4 
real estate, and was referred to in the receipt for the deposit 
“ pro purchased at £420” at 


a 
ed date, it was held that the pro was capable of 
identificati and wae denudption wan Geok a iinet" Meawey 
te, oe van th sone ayes te 
ep . By the agreement 
ped gr aga ne etl to buy at a stated 
acres of freehold, and all a: 
stated dace in tho: county 48 Ghelliel It was objected that 
this did not define which twenty-four acres were sold, and that 
therefore there was no memorandum in wri! containing a 
sufficient description of the property ; but it is o that the 
twenty-four acres were the twenty-four acres to 
sold by the vendor, and it was permissible to give evid 
as to which those twenty-four acres were. By the admission of 
parol evidence it was established that this was land over which 
the purchaser had gone with the vendor for the p of 
inspection previously to the sale. > Agoeal 
reversed the decision of Byzyz, J., 
evidence, and held that the contract was enforceable at the suit 
of the vendor. 
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Propasty few ge os will deny that when a 

or fourteen years of age has been convicted of stealing, or of 
almost any crime, itis much better that he should receive a 
floggi ee ee er ae 


question pleaded quilty at quarter sessions to a charge 
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breaking into a shop and stealing some money, and the chair- 
man sentencing him to be birched. On turning to the 
Larceny Act, 1861, however, it was seen that, although, if the 
boy had been convicted simply of larceny of the money, he 

ight have been sentenced to be whipped under section 4, still, 
as he was in fact convicted for housebreaking under section 56, 
which does not provide that whipping may be inflicted, he could 
not be punished in the way proposed. It does seem rather 
absurd that if the boy had stolen the money under other circum- 
stances he would have been whipped, but because he broke into 


a shop in order to steal it, and so added greatly to the enormity 
of his offence, he got off the flogging heso richly deserved. 


BETTING ON RACECOURSES. 


Frvz judges of the Queen’s Bench Division decided in March 
last that the enclosure on a. racecourse known as ‘ Tattersall’s 
Ring” was ‘‘a place”’ within the meaning of the Betting Act, 
1853, and was illegally used for the purpose of betting with 
persons resorting thereto (Hawke v. Dunn, 1897, 1 Q. B. 
579). Five judges of the Court of Appeal have now over- 
ruled this decision, Ricsy, L.J., alone dissenting (Powell v. 
Kempton Park Racecourse Company, reported elsewhere). Having 
to the remarkable conflict of judicial opinion, it is 
ikeiy that the case will be allowed to rest where it is; in 
fact, it is a matter which calls for a definitive pronouncement by 
the Legislature, and no other solution is likely to prove satisfac- 
tory. And yet it is a difficult subject for legislation : to pass an 
Act for the benefit of bookmakers on the one hand, or, on 
the other, to yield to those who seek to suppress betting under 
any circumstances and in any form—either would be a project 
from which our legislators might well shrink, and we should 
not envy a member of Parliament the perusal of his letter-bag 
or the reception of his deputations during the progress of any 
such measure through Parliament. 

But for the present, at all events, the decision of the Court of 
Appeal has settled the question favourably to the bookmaking 
fraternity, and in doing so they have made a free use of the 
ees Sg upon some decisions of considerable standing. 

great difficulty which has beset the numerous judges who 
have had to deal with this unfortunate Act may be shortly 
stated: they have had before them a measure which states 
upon the face of it the intention with which it was passed, and 
then s to use enacting words going far beyond that 
intention—if the words be taken literally. 1f the language be 
strictly adhered to, the intention is apt to be forgotten; if the 
decision is according to the intention, some of the Janguage 
must be disregarded. The Act is intituled ‘‘An Act for the 
wpe yom of Betting-houses.”” The preamble recites that “a 
ind of gaming has of late sprung up tending to the injury 
and demoralization of improvident persons by the opening of 
called betting-houses or offices.” Then, “for the sup- 
pression thereof,” it is enacted, by section 1, that ‘no house, 
office, room, or other place shall be opened, kept, or used for 
the purpose of the owner, occupier, or keeper thereof, or any 
using the same . betting with persons resorting 
.”? By section 2, any such “‘ house, room, office, or other 
” is declared to be a common gaming-house; and by 
section 3 it is made an offence for any owner or occupier know- 
ingly to permit his ‘‘ house, room, office, or other place”’ to be 
“opened, kept, or used ” for the purposes mentioned in the Ist 
section. 


It is clear, and it was admitted by all the judges who decided 
the Kempton Park case, that some limitation must be put upon 
the word “place” as used in those sections; in fact their 
decision as to what may be a ‘‘ place” within the Act does not 
materially differ from those given in previous cases. It may be 
enclosed or unenclosed, roofed or unroofed, but it must be 
definite, capable of description. Lord Esuzr, M.R., perhaps 
goes @ little further in limiting the meaning of the word when 

applies the ¢jusdem generis rule and lays it down that ‘‘it must 
bea ite place capable of being used as if it were a house, 
room, or office used for betting purposes.” But the same 
learned j was of opinion that the railed enclosure known as 

’s Ring is capable of being so used, and may, in fact, 
be a “place” within the meaning of the Act, It is in the 





application of this definition to the circumstances of the cage 
that the decision of the Court of Appeal differed from that of 
the Queen’s Bench Division in Hawke v. Dunn. On the question 
whether the ring was actually used as a place for betti 
purposes contrary to the Act, Lord Esner said that the use by 
a person of a place as if it were his room or office necessarily 
implied some exclusive right ia him as against all other persons, 
Such exclusive right cannot be claimed by any one of the book. 
makers using Tattersall’s Ring; it is used in common by a 
number of peisons, and no one of them has a right to exclude 
the others either from the ring or from any particular spot 
within the ring. This interpretation of the statute is quite con- 
sistent with the earlier decisions by which it was held that for a 
bookmaker to set up an umbrella or a desk ora stand on a 
racecourse, and there to carry on his business, is an infrin 
ment of the statute (see Bows v. Fenwick, L. R.9 CO. P. 339; 
Shaw v. Morley, L. R. 3 Ex. 137; Gallaway v. Maries, 8 Q. B.D, 
275). But in Hastwood v. Miller (L. R. 9, Q. B. 440) and Haigh 
v. Zown Council of Sheffield (L. R. 10 Q. B. 102) the use ofa 
large enclosure by one bookmaker in common with others was 
held to be an illegal use of a place within the Act, and these 
cases are undoubtedly affected by the recent case. Hawke y, 
Dunn was of course decided upon the very same circumstances 
as the Kempton Park case, and is definitely overruled. 
The object with which the Act was passed, as stated in the 
reamble, was not without its influence upon the decision of the 
Gourt of Appeal. The preamble is no doubt repealed by the 
Statute Law Revision Act, 1892; but the repeal is not to affect 
the operation or construction of the statute. It is therefore 
legitimate to refer to the preamble as throwing light upon the 
meaning of the Legislature where the enacting words are 
obscure. It is clear from the preamble that what was aimed at 
was the suppression of a new kind of gaming or of new facili- 
ties for gaming which had recently sprung up. Now, betting, as 
carried on in the rings at racecources, dates from much further 
back than the passing of the Act of 1853. Had it been desired 
to suppress this betting altogether, it is impossible that the pre- 
amble should have been so framed, or, indeed, that enacting 
words should have been used which primarily, at all events, point 
to the suppression of betting houses or offices. It will therefore 
be generally admitted that in deciding as they have done, the 
Court of Appeal have followed the intention of the Legislature, 
and that the object of the defeated party was to extend the Act 
far beyond what was contemplated by its framers. And the 
correctness of the present decision is supported by the fact that 


‘ for the forty odd years which have elapsed since the Act was 


passed, betting in the ring has gone on unchallened until the 
recent crusade was initiated—though this is, of course, by no 
means conclusive. 

The broad distinction between the opposing views is that 
‘‘place”’ in the opinion of the majority of the Court of Appeal 
means a defined area capable of being used by a man as his 
betting office, while in the opinion of Hawxuys, J., and the 
other judges who decided Hawke v. Dunn, and of Ricsy, LJ. 
in the Court of Appeal, it means aay defined area, whether 
capable of such exclusive user or not. The former interpretation 
is in accordance with the intention of the Legislature as expressed 
in the preamble, and can be drawn from the e used 
the application of the ejusdem generis rule; the latter de 
upon a strict construction of the words, and ascribes a meaning 
to ‘ place” as something distinct from ‘‘ house, room, or office, 
and intentionally added by the Legislature with a view # 
widening the scope of its net. 

Few instances have occurred of such distinct divergence of 
judicial opinion upon the construction of a statute. It is 
eminently a matter which the Legislature ought to decide; but 
we suspect that Parliament will show little avidity to grapple 
with so thorny a subject. Meanwhile the successful litigants im 
Hawke v. Dunn have perhaps some reason for feeling aggrieved, 
having regard to the fact that the decision in their favour has 
been upset by an appeal brought in proceedings to which they 
are not parties, 


decision of a higher court upon the point decided by the Queen's 
Bench Division, the p: i 





criminal, and therefore not subject to appeal. 


July 10, 1897, 
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which appear to have been of the nature — 
of a friendly action initiated with the view of obtaining the 


before that Division being” 
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A NEW DISTINCTION AS TO COSTS IN REMITTED 
ACTIONS 


Oxz would hardly have thought that the question of the 
scale of costs to be allowed in an action commenced in the High 
Court and remitted to the county court was capable of develop- 
ment in a new direction. The Oourt of Appeal has delivered 
such a number of important judgments on various phases of 
this question that the very last thing one would have looked for 
was a judicial decision distinguishing those judgments. But it 
is the unexpected that always happens, and in a case of Purder 
y. Evans, in the Shrewsbury County Court on the 31st of May, 
his Honour Judge Harris Lea delivered a judgment on the 
question of costs in a remitted action which undoubtedly raises 
anovel point. We have, ourselves, no re of the case and 
are indebted for the iculars we are about to give to the 
Wellington Journal of the 5th inst. The judgment ee to 
be there given verbatim, and we may add that we feel free to 
comment upon the decision, although leave to appeal was given, 
because we are informed that there will be no appeal. 

The action was one of contract for £99 commenced in the High 
Court. The defendant paid into court the sum of £18 in satis- 
faction. The action was remitted to the county court under 
section 65 of the County Courts Act, 1888. At the trial in the 
county court the jury accepted the defendant’s figures almost 
entirely, but added £3, the amount of an item in the claim for 
some rye seeds. They therefore gave a verdict for £21, being 
£3 more than the amount paid into court. Oosts followed the 
event and the registrar taxed the plaintiff’s costs in the _ 
Court, down to the order to remit, on the High Oourt e. 
The defendant appealed to the judge on the question of the 
scale of costs, his contention being that on the cases the plaintiff 
could only recover costs on the county court scale, he not having 
recovered more than £50 (contract). The judge gave an inter- 
esting judgment, carefully weighing the decisions of the Court 
of Appeal, and deciding that the case before him was distin- 
eieked from all of them by reason of the original claim being 
above the county court limit, and the action having been 
remitted to the county court, a combination of circumstances 

which had not happened in any of the ruling cases on the point. 

In Lovejoy v. Cole (43 W. R. 48; 1894, 2 Q. B. 861) it was 

decided that the words of section 116 of the County Courts Act, 

1888: “In the case of any action brought in the High Oourt 

which could have been commenced in the county court”’ referred 

not to the original amount claimed, but to the actual amount 

recovered by the judgment. Thus a writ claiming £123 was 

issued in the High Court and £50 only was recovered, and it was 

held that section 116 applied, and the plaintiff was only entitled 
to costs on the county court scale. His honour distinguished 
that case from the one before him because it was commenced 
and concluded in the High Court, and therefore was not affected 
by section 65 of the County Courts Act, which says that if a case 
is remitted to a county court under that section, costs subsequent 
to the order to remit are to be allowed on the county court scale, 
and prior to the order to remit on the High Court scale. In 
Harris v. Judge (41 W. 8.9; 1892, 2 Q. B. 565) the 2 mr 
conflict between section 116 and section 65 of the County Courts 
Act was directly in point, and it was held (a) that section 116, 
allowing costs on the county court scale only where the sum 
recovered does not exceed £50 (contract), applies to an action 
commenced in the High Court and remitted toa county court; 
(6) that section 65, giving High Court costs down to the order 
to remit, is to be read subject to section 116; and (c) the duty 
of applying the two sections to a remitted action lies with the 
county court judge, not with the High Court. Judge Harris 
Iza also distinguished this decision in Harris v. Judge trom 
the case before him, on the ground that the original claim 
in Harris v. Judge was for £34 (contract), and was there- 
clearly “‘an action . . . whi 

ht in the county court” within section 116. In 

v. Evans, the case before him, the. original 

he held, beyond the county court limit, and therefore could not 
have been brought in the county court, consequently section 
116 did not apply to it. He was therefore left to a 


hich could have been the 
claim was, | Attorne 


y section at present existing of swearing 
65 alone to the case, and ruled, in accordance with the named ‘ 


down to the order to remit, although the total amount recovered 


was only £21. 
If this judgment is correct, certain results ensue from it 
which are as novel as the 


distin ts raised. It 
gi acy lcomshies us on @ mee Sf Snes ES foe cle 


Purder vy. Evans had never been remitted to the court 
the plaintiff would have recovered £21 in the High Oourt. - 
But he could only have recovered costs on the county court 
scale, whereas the mere fact of its removal into the county 
court entitles him to High Court costs. So we are face to face 
with the absurdity that in two actions precisely the same in 
every respect the plaintiff gets High Court costs in the county 
court, while he gets only county court costs in the High Court. 
Again, in Lovejoy v. Cole it was held that an action brought 
for a sum above £50, but in which the plaintiff does not recover 
more than £50, is an action which ‘could have been brought 
in the county court” within section 116, because the amount 
actually recovered is the test to be applied, not the amount 
original y claimed. But according to Purder v. Evans, although 
such an action, so long as it remains in the High Court, is one 
which could have been brought in the county court, the moment 
it is remitted to the county court it ceases to be an action which 
could have been brought in the county court. That is the 
actual net result of the distinction attached to the case of 
Lovejoy v. Cole (ubi supra). In that case the whole point turned 
upon whether the case was one which could have been brought 
in the county court. The original claim was for £148, less 
£25 for an admitted set-off ; total £123. The plaintiff recovered 
only £50, and it was held that as he failed to recover moro 
than £50, his action was one which might have been brought 
in the county court, and was therefore subject to the rule as to 
costs contained in section 116. He was consequently allowed 
ar frm ste= Giftioulty following the urt 
e confess to a di in wing the county court judge 
in his reasoning on the point which was in act the basis of his 
decision. The report of his judgment before us does not gi 
his reasons for arriving at the conclusion that the principl 
established by Lovejoy v. Cole applies only when an action 
commenced and concluded in the High Court, and ceases 
apply the moment it is remitted to the county court und 
section 65. We could understand this very well if the Court 
Appeal had decided in Harris v. Judge that in remitted actions 
section 65 was to override section 116 of the Coun 
Act. But] they decided quite the reverse. Livpzey, L.J., it is 
true, expressed no opinion on this point, which was not the 
actual question involved in the case. But the two other judges 
were quite clear on the point. Bowey, L.J., said, “ deotion 
116 applies to all actions brought in the High Court, including 
those transferred to a county court,” and Kay, L.J., was even 
more definite. ‘As to costs,” he said, “if less than £50 is 
recovered, in my opinion section 116 applies, and not section 
65, and only county court costs can be given as to any part of 
the action.” 


R8Sess 


4 


point. He said, “ i section 65, 
and engrafts upon it the provisions contained in section 116.” 
We regret that the new point involved in Purder v. Evans is not 
likely to be carried further, for it is one which ought to be 
cleared up. i Pg known decisions oe we pens 
actions to be regarded as settling questions of principle, or are 
they to be followed only if the circumstances of a remitted 

are precisely the same in every detail as one or other of the 
decided cases ? 


| 


was 
sani objections urged against it; and it was the intention of 
‘aocues t to make any proposals for amending the law so as to 
abolish the objectionable practice known kissing the Book. The 
the hon. member 





section, that the plaintiff was entitled to High Court costs! session. 
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REVIEWS. 
COUNTY COURT PRACTICE. 


Tue County Courts Act, 1888, witn Notes, CasEs, PoInTs oF 
PRacrice, REFERENCES TO ORDERS, RvuLES, Forms, FeEs, TABLE 
OF CosTS REQUIRING JUDGE'S ALLOWANCE; ALSO THE INTESTATES’ 
Wipows AND CHILDREN AcTs, AND CHAPTERS ON RECEIVER, 
INJUNCTION, AND DIscovERY IN AID oF EXxEcuTION. By Epwin 
SHUTTLEWORTH, Solicitor of the Supreme Court, Chief Clerk 
Birkenhead County Court. John Smith & Co. 


The 
naturally led to the publication of numerous treatises on their juris- 
diction and practice. This, the latest addition to the already formid- 
able list, belongs to the class of works which do not aim at complete- 
ness, but which, nevertheless, are valuable in their way as being the 
outcome of practical experience. As chief clerk of the Birkenhead 
County Court the editor of this volume must have had exceptional 

ities of becoming familiar with the daily routine of county 
court practice, and certainly his annotations to the County Courts 
Act, 1888 (51 & 52 Vict. c. 43) give the reader this impression. No 
claim to have produced a complete manual of county court practice 
is made by Mr. Shuttleworth, who, on the contrary, merely regards 
his work as a compilation containing, besides the County Courts Act 
itself and the Intestates’ Widows and Children Acts, 1873 and 1875, 
notes made by himself for his own convenience, as occasion required, 
and which have been used with advantage from time to time by his 
eg veg friends, at whose suggestion the present volume seems to 
we been published. At p. 155 will be found a valuable table of 
Acts authorizing proceedings in the county courts, while at p. 176, 
et seq., there are three short chapters dealing respectively with 
receivers, discovery in aid of execution, and injunction. Most of the 
recent cases on county court jurisdiction and practice find a place in 
this volume, though two rather important cases on the subject of 
taxation of costs seem to have been purposely or accidentally omitted 
—namely, Pain v. Bowden (1896, 2 Q. B. 301, 44 W. R. Dig. 46) and 
Atkinson v. Mayor of Carlisle (44 W. R. 46; 1896, 1 Q. B. 393), An 
elaborate index, fifty-four pages in length, has been provided. 





CONSTITUTIONAL LAW. 


INTRODUCTION TO THE StuDy of THE LAW OF THE CONSTITUTION. 
By A. V. Dicey, Q.C., B.C.L., Vinerian Professor of English Law, 
Oxford. Firrn Epirion. Macmillan & Co. 

Professor Dicey’s exposition of the principles of constitutional iaw 
has, since its first appearance in 1885, been too frequently repub- 
lished for the present edition to call for more than a short notice. In 
the last edition the author supplemented the appendix by a note on 
the distinction between a parliamentary and a non-parliamentary 
executive, in which he eompared for the leading countries the 
relation between the legislative and executive powers. This com- 
parison of different constitutions is now continued in an interesting 
note which has been added on Swiss Federalism. In this Professor 
Dicey explains the leading points in the federalism of Switzerland 
and draws attention to the points of likeness or difference in regard 
to federalism as it exists in the United States. The most interesting 
feature, perhaps, in Swiss constitutional law is the referendum, 
under which each citizen can take a direct part in legislation. This 
institution, according to Professor Dicey, discourages the growth of 
Sian for when the citizens can themselves veto any law 
of which they disapprove it becomes of less importance that their 
representatives should accurately represent their political opinions. 
A note has also been included incorporating a portion of the report 
of the Featherstone Commission, which, sanctioned as it was by 
Lord Bowen, contains a quasi-judicial statement of the law as to 
Se oy of soldiers when called upon to disperse a mob. In the 
body of the book no material change appears to have been made, 
and it remains an acute and eminently readable discussion of the 

i which our public law is founded. Not the least inter- 
ing are chapters in which, under the title ‘‘Conventions of 

the itution ” an account is given of the usages upon which the 

relations of the Cabinet to the Legislature are based, usages which, 
though not recognized by the law, are yet, as Professor Dicey points 
oe epee by the fact that statesmen who violate them will 

ly be driven to violate the law as well, The appearance of 
five editions in the course of twelve years shews that the book has 
supplied a want in legal literature. 





LEGAL INTERPRETATION. 


Collected and 


growth of the county courts in popular estimation has | i 


power of arrangement. 
—— a collection of leading 
collected with great minuteness rules relating 


| part of the work. It is really a dictionary of judicial dicta on legal 
| interpretation, and the rules are intended to indicate shortly 
result of the dicta which they precede. In some cases there ig no 
opportunity fora rule. The expression ‘‘a miserably bad book,” ag 
applied to a lengthy series of reports, may be a useful warning 
it Sees not found a rule. The reference, however, is not made with 
any view to finding fault. It is a testimony to the comprehengiys 
character of Mr. Beal’s compilation. From discussing the au 

of decisions he passes to rules of interpretation applicable to instra. 
ments generally, and then he deals in detail with contracts, deeds 








statutes, wills, and other special instruments. That a testator 
be regarded as inops consilii and his will treated accordingly is wal 
known, but less iliar is Lord Tenterden’s pleasant gibe at the 
Legislature which Mr. Beal quotes from Surtees v. Ellison (9 B. & G, 
p. 752): ‘It is said that the last will of a party is to be favourably 
construed, because the testator is inops consilii. That we cannot 

of the Legislature, but we may say that it is ‘ magnas inter ope 
inops.’”” Mr. Beal has brought together matters which have hitherto 
been treated in separate books, and it is an undoubted convenience to 
have the actual dicta of the judges—for the very words are invariably 
given—collected and arranged ina manner which makes reference 
easy. But to reduce the whole practice of legal interpretation to 
‘‘ cardinal rules ” is a task which is perhaps beyond the ability of the 
most ingenious lawyer. 





BUILDING LAW. 


Toe Law RELATING TO CriviL ENGINEERS, ARCHITECTS, AND 
CONTRACTORS; WITH A CHAPTER ON ARBITRATION. By L, 
Lrvrnaston Macasszy and J. ANDREW STRauaNn, M.A., LLB, 
Barrister-at-Law. SxconD Eprrion. Stevens & Sons (Limited), 


It is a difficult task to write a book which shall be intelligible to 
the lay public with whose occupations it deals and at the same time 
a serviceable guide for lawyers, but Messrs. Macassey and Strahan 
have undertaken the task and have executed it successfully. Intended 
primarily as a handbook for civil engineers, architects, and contrae- 
tors, the book contains a statement of law and usage which is at once 
full and reliable, and which should be of great assistance in matters 
connected with building contracts. A noteworthy feature is the 
very happy manner in which the authors incorporate judicial 
authorities in the text. Without quoting from the reports at any 
length, just enough of the facts an t of each case are given to 
illustrate the subject under consideration, and this is done in such 
way as to interest professional and lay readeralike. The chapter on 
the duties undertaken by engineer or architect states clearly the 

rinciples which regulate the nature of the skill to be shewn, and the 

iability of the engineer or architect if he is in default, and contains 
also a useful summary of the various methods which prevail in 
respect of getting out bills of quantities. It is, indeed, character- 
istic of the book throughout to combine practical information with 
concise explanation of the law, and in matters relating to the classes 
above mentioned it will be found to be a useful guide. 





BOOKS RECEIVED. 


Robinson on Gavelkind. The Common Law of Kent, or the 
Customs of Gavelkind, with additions relating to Borough-English 
and similar Customs. Fifth Edition. By Cuarzes I. Exton, QC, 
and re gad J. H. Mackay, LL.B., Barrister-at-Law. Butter- 
wort . 


Oke’s Game Laws. Containing the whole Law as to Game 
Licences and Certificates, Gun Licences, Poaching Prevention, 
Trespass, Rabbits, Deer, Ground Game, , Birds, Poisoned Game, 
and Wild Birds throughout the United Kingdom. ote 
arranged, with the Acts, Decisions, Notes and Forms. Fo 
Edition. By J. W. Wiiu1s Bunn, M.A., LL.B., Barrister-at-Lew, 
Butterworth & Co. 


A Handbook of the Law of Banks and Bankers. By W. DE BRaot 
Hersert, M.A., LL.M., Barrister-at-Law. Clement Wilson. 


The Law Ouoetnty Review, July, 1897. Edited by Sir FREDERICK 
PoL1ock, Bart., M.A., LL.D. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 





Carmprmat Ruies or LEGAL INTERPRETATION. 


by Epwarp Bzat, B.A., 
Bons {Lamited), 


This is a book which has evidently called for much industry an 


Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & 


Journal of the Society of Com tive Legislation, June, 1897. 
Rivington, Percival, & Co. ea 


The New Century Review, July, 1897. The Unicorn Press, 


July 10, 1897. 


Possibly the title may be misleading, 

» Bee whereas the author has #.. # 
to all kinds of instrg. 

ments, as well as to the interpretation of statutes and the comparg. 

tive weight of different judicial authorities. The actual 

indeed, as he has stated them, do not seem to be the most important 
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CORRESPONDENCE, 
LEGISLATION AND PROFESSIONAL PROSPECTS. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—Referring to your comment on the Workmen (Compensation 
for Accidents) Bill, how is the provision that no to an arbi- 
tration is to be represented or attended by counsel or solicitor going 
to be construed ? 


I bave not a copy of the Bill before me, but I believe there is | f 


nothing to prevent any party being attended by anyone, so long as 
he is not a counsel or solicitor. Will it then be held that unadmitted 
clerks, oe brs —_ been — off the = tke atttet the 
local preachers, and generally everybody possessing ‘“‘ the gift of the 
gab,” but not being a barrister or solicitor, may attend? If so I 
pity the arbitrator. 

But really it is difficult for some of us who are inning to get 
gray to look at many of the contemplated reforms without amuse- 
ment. That the profession will ultimately suffer by the establishment 
of a tribunal where justice is to be admini after the fashion 
and according to the procedure suitable to the court of a Cadi at the 
gate I don’t believe. Nor do I fancy that if the Land Transfer Bill 


with its compulsory clauses comes into operation it will be the | °@%2 


lawyers who will suffer most. It will hamper deali with real 
4 te pgp ma? in small quantities, and it will be largely 
aed. hen, especially if the clause preserving for in 


ion of regi land the benefit of the Statutes of Limita- 
tions—and which has, I think, been struck out in the Lords—be not 
restored, all kinds of hardships, and frauds, and litigation will arise. 
Numerous transactions take place at present which would be im- 
possible under any system of registration—indeed, in some instances, 
no conveyance is executed; but possession is deemed sufficient, 
ripening, as such possession will, into a title in a comparatively 
few years. And this habit will not be abandoned, whatever be the 
terms of the Act. 

At present, I am convinced, the conveyance of landed property is 
less costly and simpler in England than in any other country of the 
world. It was not always so, and the result of this new compulsory 
measure will be to restore the difficulties and complications that 
beset conveyancing in the old days. It may perhaps not be within 
the recollection of the Lord Chancellor that this is not the first attempt 
in our history at compulsory registration of title, or at all events 
at something very like it, and that the consequence of the Act of 
Henry VIII. was to introduce s system of conveyance by two deeds 
instead of one. 

However, the establishment of local registries and the like will 
afford satisfactory situations for those for whom Lord Chancellors 
love to provide, and might not the Act—if it become an Act—bear as 
its motto: ‘‘ The young lions do lack and suffer hunger.” H. 

Hereford, July 5. 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 
POWELL v. KEMPTON PARK RACECOURSE CO. No. 1. 5th July. 


Gaminc—Berrinc—Enciosure on Racecourse—“t Piacs’’—Begrrine Act, 
1853 (16 & 17 Vicr. c. 119), ss. 1, 3. 


Appeal from the judgment of Lord Russell of Killowen, C J., at the 
trial of the action without a jury. His lordship gave P no neory for the 
_—, holding himself bound by the decision of the Divisional Court in 

awke v. Dunn (45 W. R. 359; 1897, 1 Q. B. 579. The facts are fully 
stated in the judgments. 

Tus Covet (Lord Esuer, M.R., Linpiey, Lorzs, A. L. Surru, Ricsy, 
and Currrr, L.JJ.) having taken time to consider, allowed the appeal, 
Riosy, L.J., dissenting. 

Lord Esuer, M.R., read the following judgment: This is an appeal 
from a pro formd decision of the Lord Chief Justice in a case tried before 
him without a jury. The action was brought against the Kempton Park 
Racecourse Co. by an alleged shareholder in it asking for an Ecenstion 

st the company to forbid them from contin “kno and 
y to permit certain 
the com: 
119.” e facts are to be collected from admissions made in writing and 
verbally at the trial before the Lord Chief Justice, and in certain par- 
ticulars given between the parties before the trial and used as evidence at 
As 


rsons to use a certain A on ag 
y illegally within the meaning of the statute 16 & 17 Vict. c. | Kinds 


the various bookmaker: 

, and the business of each bookmaker 
is independent of that of any bookmaker. No one of them assumes 
to exercise or does exercise any manner of exclusive use of any part of 
the enclosure, but walks or stands in the enclosure and every 

the same manner and on the same terms as every other 
enclosure. The above given of the betting 
Kempton races is a and accurate account and 
— which is carried on, not only at Kempton 


but in all racecourse 


o 
- 
Lad 
me 
= 


tals 
F g 
; 
eile 
[eel 
g 

pag 
pee 
Tate 
relies 
et ; 
ats |e 


a8 
FE 
F 
| 
; 


enac' 
betting, thatis, by the manner 


the trial and treated as true in fact and undisputed. to these par- of of places called houses 
ticulars, Mr. Asquith, who argued the plaintiff's cose os well endl Guemiotiy or offices, which is a manner which about betting or makes it more 
as it could be, said, in opening the case before the Lord Chief Justice : | easy for many to bet hee Re ceasnnen seers a or ae 
“I am instructed that, after a careful investigation, the facts stated | of the locality is beyond the description —— —- 
in the particulars may be assumed to be correctly stated.’”” It has | It describes not only a place called a betting house or office, but says : 
been suggested to me that the facts stated in the 10th as to | ‘No » |, office, » .or other place shall be opened, 
the former usage on racecourses is not correct. I think it ingoeiiile tor kept, or used.” Still, it is a kind of which can be . 
the Court of Appeal properly to adopt any such su I venture | kept, or used. section 2 this called « 


ggestion, 
to say that I am convinced that the statement is absolutely correct. From 
the sources I have named the facts of the case were ascertained to be as 
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Saal 
the police may force entrance by breaking into it ; and in which they may 
arrest and search people found in it, though those persons are in it without 
any purpose of gaming at all. Taking into account the mischief indicated 
in the preamble, and the description of the locality in the enacting part of 
the statute, the locality being a necessary part of the offence, and the word 
*‘ place” being indefinite, and so indefinitely large that it must have some 
limitation, I can see no reason why the rule of construction as to the inter- 
pretation of general words in a statute following particular and more limited 
words should rot be applied. That rule requires an interpretation of the 
general words limiting them to matters or things of the same kind, as to the 
mischief being dealt with, as the previous words; but an interpretation as 
wide as the limitation just described will admit. Applying this rule of 
interpretation to the present statute, it seems to me that the place must be 
a place used for betting, which can for the purpose of betting be not un- 
reasonably deemed to be a place of the same kind as a house, office, or room 
used for the purpose of betting. It need not bea building built like a house, 
room, or office; it need not be a covered place; it need not be railed off, or 
boarded off, so as to prevent physical access to it except through a particular 
of the railing or boarding ; but it must be a defined space ; capable from 

its condition of being used by a person who desires so to use it as if it were 
his house, room, or office, used by him as such for his betting business. 
I think that the Tattersall’s enclosure described and existing in 
this case was, in consequence of its structural condition, a defined 
space, capable of being used by a person desirous of so using it as if it 
were his house, room, or office, used as such for his betting business. Then 
arises the second question, whether any person did so use the enclosure as 
to enable the Court to say that he used it as if it were his house, office, or 
room, used by him as such for his betting business. Now there are and 
must be some essential rights of a person using a place as his house, his 
office, or his rcom, different from the rights as to it of persons who are not 
using it as their house, office, or room. He must have some right of user 
peculiar to himself and exclusive of their rights if any. A man cannot be 
said to be using a room as his room or office if, when he comes to it, he finds 
it full of people, even if they have come to see him or to deal with him, and 
yet he has no right to say, “Make way or room for me to come into my 
room or office.” A man cannot be said to be using a table as his table if 
any person who can find room at the table has as much right as he has to 
come to it and use it in any way such person thinks fit. The user by a 
p2rson of a place as if it were his room or office necessarily implies some 
exclusive right in him as against some other persons. He may have 
in the room, or he may use part of the room as his office, whilst 

others have an independent right to use another part of the room as their 
office ; but the part of the room or place which can be said in any reasonable 
sense to be used by him as his <ffice must be a part which he claims to 
use and does use exclusively as his against some people. Applying that 
rule to the enclosure in question, the facts seem to me to show that no 
one of the bookmakers deecribed in the evidence does claim to use and 
does use any part of the enclosure as his part of it exclusively as against 
any one. To say that he uses or claims to use the spot of ground on which 
he is at the moment standing as his room, office, or place exclusively as 
against all the world, as if it were his room or office, is beyond all reason. 
So, long, therefore, as an enclosure on a racecourse is used only as this en- 
was used, it cannot, in my opinion, be said to be a place used 

to the prohibitions or subject to the penalties imposed by the 

statute. If an enclosure on a racecourse or elsewhere is used only as this 
enclosure was, no one can properly hold that the enclosure is being illegally 
used contrary to the statute. As matter of law, there is no legal evidence 
to bring it within the statute. If any other circumstance is added and 
relied upon in any other case, the whole case must then be considered 
subject to the rule I have laid down. It follows that I do not agree with 
the interpretation put upon the statute or the application made of it to the 
facts rey segeseae of Hawke v. Dunn (1897, 1 Q. B. 579). It seems to me 
that the learned Judges in that case did not rightly determine what kind of 
user of the place will bring it within the prohibition of the statute. ‘Their 
judgment is open to this criticism, that if a bookmaker makes what the 
judgment calls a ready-money bet in a place which it is possible 
to use so as to make it a prohibited place within the statute, 
the mere fact of his so doing makes it a prohibited place. And it 
seems to me that this conclusion is founded on the view mentioned on 
p- 583 that one of the practices deemed to be objectionable was the 
ice of ready-money betting, wherever such betting was made without 
reference to the locality in which such bet was made. With that 
view I cannot, as I have said, agree. I may repeat that, in my opinion, 
the mischief aimed at was not gaming by betting nor gaming by receiving 
money in advance, but by such betting being brought about or rendered 
more easy by the opening or keeping or using a place for the purpose of 
making, as a matter of business, such bets. ‘Che other cases which have 
been cited before us must be considered, if this judgment of mine is correct, 
as instances to which the rule now laid down must be applied. I cannot 
undertake by ingenuity to explain any of them away. think that my 
present view of the statute is what I substantially stated, though not so 
elaborately, in Bows v. Fenwick (L. R. 9 ©. P. 339). Whether the statute 
was in that case rightly applied to what was cailed an umbrella may be 
doubtful. If the thing was really a tent I should think the decision right ; 
it the thing was really an ordinary umbrella I think the decision was wrong. 
In Snow v. Hill (14 Q. B. D. 588) I think that Lord Justice A. L, Smith 
took the same view of the statute as I had done in Bows v. Fenwick, and do 
mow. I think thatthe case of Gallaway v. Maries (8 Q. B. D. 275)—the 
ease of a betting man standing on a stool to bet—was, with deference, 








ly decided. I must say that I think Eastwood v. Miller (L. R. 9 Q. B. 
440) was wrong. The defendant occupied the field and charged people for 
ing it. But I cannot tee that he used it for the purpose of betting 
atall. I am of opinion that this appeal should be allowed. } 


Jf 


ht. Is 
had been assumed, and perhaps rightly, that the Court had jurisdiction to 
protect the shareholders of a company from a misapplication by the company 
of its property, although such misapplication might be punishable ag q 
criminal offence. He would assume such jurisdiction, and leave the point 
open for decision when raised and insisted on. In the 10th particular it wag 
stated that at the time of the passing of the Betting Houses Act, 1853, such 
enclosures were in like manner frequented in by bookmakers, and 
transactions of precisely the same character were therein openly 
habitually aE on by them, and had been so carried on since the beginni 
of the present century. This admission was very important. The Act way 
aimed at betting houses and at those who kept them. It was not aimed af 
betting anywhere, nor at persons who went to betting houses to bet with those 
who kept them, The e of sections 1 and 3 in some respects went 
much further than that of the preamble. It became necessary to ascertain 
what sort of places other than betting houses, rooms, or offices were aimed 
at. To construe “other place” or “place’’ in its ordinary sense of 
any and every place where persons could and did bet would involys 
an absolute prohibition of detting, and would have rendered it quite 
unnecessary to specify betting houses, rooms, or offices. Some limitation 
must be put on the expression “other place” or ‘“‘place.” It seemed 
to him clear from the sections of the Act, that the sort of place 
aimed at was a place of the type of betting house or office, and that no 
place was within the Act which was so unlike a betting house or office as 
not to resemble it otherwise than by being a place where some persons 
sometimes betted or even went to bet. He could not think that a place 
which was se unlike a betting house or office as an ordinary English rage. 
course was within the Act at all. There might be a betting booth, or 
enclosure, or ring, or place not easy to describe by any appropriate name 
which sufficiently conformed to the type of a betting house or office as to be 
hit by the Act. He was not prepared to say that Shaw v. Morley (L. R.3 
Ex. 137), Bows v. Fenwick (L. R. 9 C. P. 339), and Gallaway v. Marie 
(8 Q. B. D. 275) were decided on any erroneous principle. They went to 
the very verge of the law in the application of the principles on which 
were ducided. In Doggett v. Catterns (17 C. B. N. 8. 669, 19 C. B.N, 
765) the actual decision did not assist them. In Eastwood v. Miller (L. BR. 9 
Q. B. 440) and Haigh v. Town Council of Sheffield (L. R. 10 Q. B. 102) cases 
were stated by magistrates, and the Court had only to say whether there 
was evidence to justify the finding that the grounds in question were 1 ape 
within the Act. Having pointed out the sort of betting place which was 
prohibited, he came to the conclusion that this enclosure, where persons 
went on payment of £1 to see the races without betting or intending to bet, 
was not of the type of a betting house or office such as the Legislature had 
prohibited. As regards Hawke v. Dunn, in his opinion it was ly 
decided. Sufficient attention was not there paid to the type of place at 
which the Legislature was aiming. The appeal ought to be allowed. 

Lopgs, L. J., came to the conclusion that the enclosure in question wu 
not a “ place” within the meaning of the Act. 

A. L. Surru, L.J., said thet the Act had reference to the opening, keeping, 
and using of betting houses, offices, or rooms, or other places akin or 
equivalent thereto, wherein the business of a betting house or betting office 
was carried on. It was the user of the prohibited place for the purpose of 


betting which was struck at by the Act, To use an enclosure at a race 


meeting, as it was used in this case, was not the user of a place akin or 
equivalent to a betting house or betting office. Hawke v. Dunn was 
wrongly decided. 

Riosy, L.J., read a judgment, in which he said he had the misfortune t 
differ in this case from his learned brothers. Professional betting men, or 
bookmakers, frequented the enclosure on race days in numbers varying from 
100 to 200. The whole number of persons admitted to the enclosure on race 
days varied from 500 to 2,000. ‘The bookmakers attended for the purpose of 
carrying on their business there in the manner described in the particulars, 
Of other members of the public frequenting the enclosure the greater number 
went there for the purpose of backing horses with bookmakers, but a certain 
number did not bet at all. In their defence the defendant company denied 
that ic knowingly and wilfully permitted the enclosure to be used for the 
purposes alleged, but before the Lord Chief Justice, and again before the 
Court of Appeal, it was distinctly admitted that the defendant company, 
knowing the facts as to the user of the enclosure above referred to, went on 
admitting persons to the enclosure and charging them an extra fee of £1 for 
admission thereto and in that sense permitted the user. On this admission 
it would seem that the defendant company did in law permit the user, suchas 
was shown in the particulars, of the enclosure. It was true that the pa 
of «a particular bookmaker in the enclosure was not fixed to any particular spot, 
or indicated by any mark, but, as he was usually to be found in or near the same 
part of the enclosure, it seemed plain that he must practically confine 
himself to a space in the enclosure not exceeding the dimensions of a very 
small room. During the quarter of an hour or so within which the 
on a particular race was practically confined, the inference must be that for 
practical purposes he might be as easily found by those who looked for him 
as though he were all the time seated at a desk or standing on a box & 
platform of his own. Passing on to the questions which had been 
on the appeal, it seemed that the three main points for decision were: 
(1) Whether the enclosure was a place within the meaning of the Act; 
(2) whether it was kept caf sage oy to be used by the defendant company 
for any purpose forbi y the Act; (3) whether there was anything @ 
the Act from which it could safely be inferred that such an enclosure was 
intended to be excepted. Having to the admission made at the trial, 


the second question seemed to depend upon whether, within the meaning 
the Act, the enclosure was used by the bookmakers frequenting it. It would 
be convenient to deal first with the enacting clauses, which must gover 


July 10, 1897. 4 
—— 


Linviey, L.J., read a judgment in which he said that no objection was 
taken that the Court had no jurisdiction to grant an injunction to restrain 


the commission of what was a criminal offence, if the plaintiff was rig 
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unless there was some ambiguity which made it permissible to refer to the 
preamble. Jt was reasonably plain that the general word “place,” as 
used in section 1, must receive some limitation, If a man were to 


use, within the meaning of the Act, every ey on which he | This, 


happened to stand when he — ee the — > the ae would 
ent any carrying on the usiness of a er, or an: 
Petting at a. ‘* place,” however, need not be a house, office, prsyrtce 
Such a construction would be equivalent to striking it out of the Act. It is 
gaid that it must be ¢jusdem generis with house, office, or room. But the 
difficulty in such a case was to determine the genus which was to comprise as 
species all the cases that had to be dealt with; and as that could only be 
ager from the Act taken as a whole not much, if any, assistance could 
obtained from the ¢jusdem generis doctrine. ‘The words “ other 4s 
being obviously introduced to supplement the words “house, office, or 
room,” it would be wrong to exclude any place the use of which involved 
exactly the same mischief. Perhaps it would be safe to say that no place 
should be excluded to which, in a reasonable sense, could resort 
with a reasonable business probability of being brought into contact there 
for practical betting oy pe with persons using it for betting with 
those who did resort to it if the latter chose to bet. Am uncovered yard, an 
uncovered skating rink, or skittle alley, a piece of building ground for the time 
being vacant were all cases in which the mischief and nuisance arising from 
their _— used for purposes forbidden by the Act would be in no wa 
increased by covering them in or mitigated by their being left uncovered. 
If an enclosure similar in all respects to that which was being dealt with in 
this case were found to be used in a town for purposes similiar to those for 
which the reserved enclosure was used it would be impossible to contend 
that it would not be a place within the meaning of the Act. Secondly, with 
reference to user, it was plain that the same rules which applied to houses 
and rooms must apply in general to places which were not houses or rooms, 
but still were within the Act. It seemed impossible to say that a man did 
not use a house or a room which was set apart by the owner to be used for 
urposes forbidden by the Act unless he confined himself to one spot in the 
oo or room, or to say that the user of a house or room to fall within the Act 
must be an exclusive user by one ae of the whole or any particular part. 
Objections, however, were urge 
section 2 showed that “place” should be confined to something in the 
nature of a house. But the words “taken and deemed” were usuall: 
employed to indicate that the os spoken of was not in itself the thing 
which for the purposes of attaching to it certain legal incidents it is 
to be deemed to be. Thirdly, it was said that the Act was not intended to 
apply to betting on racecourses at all. If by this was meant only 
inary betting, whether between persons who were not professional betting 
men, or between professional betting men who in no way attached themselves 
to a place for the purpose of betting with those who resorted thereto, it was 
“oped true, not only of racecourses, but of all other parts of the country. 
ut if it meant that every sort of betting was issible, provided only 
that ittook place on a racecourse, the objection B rc wwageene too far. The 
enacting part of the Act contained no reference to racecourses at all. It 
would seem to be impossible to contend successfully that the defendant com- 
pany might lawfully permit a house, room, or office on the racecourse to be 
used by a bookmaker for purposes forbidden by the Act, though, apparently, 
there would be no reason why they should not have done so if the Act had 
not passed. When onge it appeared that the Act was applicable in some 
cases to owners and occupiers of racecourses, as well as to other owners and 
occupiers, the contention became one for a partial exception only—viz., an 
exception of enclosures for betting purposes, which was certainly a difficult 
one to support, and could not be 
to be a material distinction between them and other parts of racecourses. 
The defendants relied on a statement in the iculars that, at the time 
of the passing of the Act of 1853, such enclosures were in like manner 
frequented by bookmakers, and betting transactions of precisely the same 
character were therein openly and habitually carried on by them, and had 
been so carried on since the beginning of the present century. That was an 
assertion of fact as to a period beyond living memory, and the Court had no 
knowledge of the evidence on which it was founded, and no means of 
judging as to its accuracy. It would seem, however, that the statement 
though accurate would afford no ground for exempting racecourse enclosures 
from the operation of the Act. The application of it must depend upon 
the assumption that the promoters of the Act knew of the fact, and 
with that knowledge intended by the words used in the preamble to 
exclude them. But, if that knowledge and intention both existed, 
some more direct language would have been used. His Lordship then 
examined the decisions, and said that as to the meaning of “place” and 
“user” there was no single case which, when properly eohintned, conflicted 
with his interpretation. As regards Hawke v. Dunn, he concurred in sub- 
stance with the reasoning of the judgment inthat case. Almost all the cases 
decided under the Act, and especially all those where bookmakers had been 
convicted for carrying on their business on raceco were directly applica- 
ble to enclosures, unless a material difference betwecn the enclosures and other 
ascertained places on racecourses could be made out. On the above considera- 
tions, he had arrived at the conclusion that the reserved enclosure was a place 
within the meaning of the Act; that it was itted to be used by the 
defendant company for purposes forbidden by the Act ; and that sod pea | 
as a shareholder, was entitled to the injunction asked for. The result would 
be, according to his individual opinion, that the appeal should be dismissed. 
Currry, L.J., read a judgment, concurring with the majority of the 
Court, and holding that the word ‘place’ meant something of the same 
kind as “ house, room or office,” taken in connection with the user. i 
enclosure was not used as a betting house, room, or office, or as a place con- 
formable to the leading idea conveyed by the three prior words. The Act had 
been in operation for nearly 44 years, and it was onlyrecently that a suggestion 
had been made that these practices in racecourse enclosures were iliegal and 


to this construction. It was said that | P® 


e out unless there could be shown | P® 





rendered the enclosures themselves prohibited Daring this long 


places. 
iod the inf an alert race, had been asleep, the 
somnolent, and the police su if the recent were wall founded, 
is, however, was a mere 0! and no answer to the charge, 
if the charge was well founded. In his opinion it was not well fouaded, 
and he thought that Hawke v. Dunn ought to be overruled.—Oounsz1, 
Asquith, Q.C., and H. 8. Cautley; Sir F. Lockwood, Q.C., Joseph Walton, Q.C., 
C. W. Mathews, and Stutfield; Reginald Brown. Soxscrrons, Le Brasseur §° 
Oakley; Arthur Cheese. 

(Reported by W. F. Banay, Barrister-at-Law.) 
DURRANT v. BRANKSOME URBAN DISTRICT COUNCIL. No.2. 28th 
and 30th June. 


Loca Government—Drarvacks Worxs—Surraczk Wartsr—Ricuts or 
Loca AvrHorrry—Damace— Compgnsation—Punitic Heatru Act, 
1875 (38 & 39 Vicr. c. 55) ss. 15, 16, 17, 308—Privare Strezr Works 
Act, 1892 (55 & 56 Vicr. c. 57), s. 9. 


Appeal from a decision of North, J. The tiffs, as trustees, are the 
owners of the Durrant estate, a large estate situate partly in 
Bournemouth and partly in the district of the defendant council. The 
river Bourne flows through the plaintiff’s , the present channel 
of the river being in a great measure . The defendants had 
recently made up certain roads in their district, and had drained the 
surface water into the Bourne, where it passed through the Durrant 
estate. Part of the drainage works were com: in June, 1895, and 
part in October, 1895. By reason of the 

lained that the inc flow of water caused 

t of sand and silt, and claimed an injunction to restrain the 
endants from causing or water with sand, silt, or other 
solid matter to flow or be carried through any channels, &c., or other 
works constructed by the defendants into the Bourne. The defendants, 
while pleading that they were entitled to discharge their surface-water 
into the Bourne, denied the damage and submitted that if any da’ did 
arise it would be a case for com m under section 308 of the Public 
Health Act, 1875. The ts further relied u their statutory 
wers under the Public Health Act, 1875, and the Private Streets Works 


‘Act, 1892 (which had been adopted by them). Section 15 of the Public 


Health Act, 1875, provides that *‘ Ev local authority shall keep in 
Y | re ail cpwess belouging 00 them, anh dha cause te be aie Sich 
pe eden be for their district for the 


necessary effectually draining 
purposes of Act.”” By section 16, ‘‘ Any local authority may carry 
any sewer through, across, or under any turnpike road, or any street or 
place laid out as or intended for a street, or under any cellar or vault 
which may be under the pavement or carriageway of any street, and, after 
giving pepe ee to the gre tee yo on the 
report of surveyor it appears necessary), ’ ugh, or under any 
lancs whatsoever within their district.’’ By section 17, ‘* Nothing in 


drain, or outfall for the purpose of con se or filthy water into 
any natural stream or watercourse, oF into any Catal 
such sewage or filthy water is freed from 
foul or noxious matter such as would affect or deteriorate the purity and 
quality of the water in such stream or watercourse, or in such canal, pond, 
or lake.”” And by section 308, ‘‘ Where any person sustains any 
by reason of the exercise of any of the powers of this Act, in relation to 
any matter as to which he is not himself in default, full com 
shall be made to such person by the local authority exercising such 
wers.”’ By section 9 of the Private Streets Works Act, 1892, “‘ The 
urban authority may include in any works to be done under this Act with 
respect to any street or part of a street any works which they think 
necessary for bringing the street or part of a street, as regards sewerage, 
drainage, level, or other matters, into conformity with any other streets 
(whether repairable or not by the inhabitants at large), including the 
provision of separate sewers for the reception of sewage and of surface 
water tively.”” North, J., held that the defendants were justified 
in doing what they had done by virtue of the sections of the Acts above 
set out, and dismissed the action with costs. The plaintiffs appealed. 

Tue Court (Linpiey, Lorgs, and Currry, L.JJ.) dismissed the appeal, 
without calling upon the ts. 

Lixvuzy, L.J., thought that North, J., had rightly construed the sec- 
tions of the Public Health Act. The river Bourne had been canalized 
by the plaintiffs in 1877, but whether it could properly be called a 
‘canal’? he was not prepared to say. By section 4, the definition sec- 
tion, the word ‘‘sewer” included not only a sewer for the removal of 
filth, but also ordinary surface drains. The word “‘lands”’ in section 16 
must include land covered with water. Though section 17 was not an 
enabling, but a prohibitory section, the inference to be drawn from it was 

strong—that although filthy water might not be poured into any 
stream, watercourse, and so yet any other water might be discharged 
therein. In his lordship’s cplsten the defendants were right, and the 
appeal must be . 

Lorgs, L.J., said that the inference from section 17 was irresistible, 
that if water was free from the impurities mentioned therein the convey- 
ing of it into any stream, watercourse, or canal was authorized. Any 

caused to the landowner would be the subject of compensation 
under section 308. ss 

Currry, L.J., gave judgment to the same effect, and said that section 17 
did not of itself confer a power; it was of section 16. There 
could be no question that silt was not foul or excrementitious matter. 
Appeal dismissed.—Counset, Swinfen Eady, Q.C., and Hadley; Vernon 
Smith, Q.0., and Rowden. Soxicrrons, Withall, Trotter, ¢ Patteson, for 
Overbury § Steward, Norwich; Peacock ¢ Goddard, for Trevanion, Curtis, ¢ 
Ridley, Poole, Dorset. 

(Reported by W. Suantornoss Goppawo, Barrister-at-Iaw.) 
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High Court—Chancery Division. 
Re EHRMANN’S TRADE-MARKS. Stirling, J. 18th June and 6th July. 


Traps-Marx—Raoistzation—New Framus—RecistraTion 1x Names oF 
Morz Tuan Ture Psrsons. 


This was a motion asking that the comptroller might be directed to 
proceed with certain applications for tration of trade-marks, and 
raised a question whether where a partnership firm has been dissolved 
under a deed whereby the separate partners are each entitled to the good- 
will of the business and to use the firm’s trade-marks, such trade-marks 
can be registered in the names of the separate ers. The question 
arose in this way: Down to December, 1896, five brothers, named 
Ehrmann, carried on business in partnership as wine and spirit mer- 
chante in the City of London, under the style of Ehrmann Bros. and 

Fréres, and in the course of their business they used various 
trade-marks for different classes of wine. In 1894 four of the brothers 
brought an action against the fifth for the dissolution of the partnership. 
That action was, by a deed dated the 23rd of December, 1896, brought to a 
termination, and the partnership dissolved upon the terms therein contained. 
By that deed it was provided that the Seine of the firm should in 
future be carried on by the parties in manner following—that was to say, 
. B. Ehrmann might it on under the name of Ehrmann Bros., and 
other four partners might carry it on under the name of Ehrmann 
A)l the partners were to be entitled to use the trade-marks which 
had been ueed by the old firm, and simultaneous applications were to be 
made by F. B. Ehrmann on the one hand, and by the other four partners 
on the other hand, for registration in their respective names of certain 
marks 5) in the deed. Trade-marks there referred to were nine in 
number, eight of them being registered in the name of the old firm of 

ros., and the ninth was unregistered. In pursuance of the 
deed two sets of applications were made for the registration of nine trade- 
marks (practically identical with each other and with those in use by the 
old firm) in the names of the new firms of Ehrmann Bros. and Ehrmann 
. The comptroller refused to accede to any of the applications. 
The applicants appealed. 

Srreiinc, J.—As regards the eight marks already on the register the 

comptroller raises the objection that under section 72, sub-gection 1, of the 

Marks Acts, 1883-88, he cannot proceed with the applications until 
the existing entries have been cancelled. An order for cancellation might 
be made under section 91, sub-section (c), but no application for the 
P has yet been made, the applicants wishing the cancellation and 
cbention to be simultaneous. Possibly that might be arranged, but 
beyond that the ccmptroller raises the objection that identical new marks 
ought not to be registered in the names of two different persons. This 
objection applies also to the applications relating to the ninth mark, 
which ie not upon the register. Neither of the clauses of section 72 apply 
in strictness to the last mark, but Re Australian Wine Importers (37 Ww. R. 
578, L. R. 41 Ch. D. 278) shews that the court has a discretion to decide 


i 
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STROHMENGER v, FINSBURY INVESTMENT BUILDING SOCIETY. 
vi Stirling, J. 18th and 30th June. 


Buritpinc Socrery — ALTERATION or Rutes — Usttrra Vines — Brinpiye 
Socretres Act, 1874 (37 & 38 Vicr. c. 32), ss. 16, 18. 


This was an action by the avengers on behalf of himself and all other 
members of the defendant society asking for an injunction to restrain the 
i their directors, officers, and servants, from acting on certain 
alterations recently into the rules of the society. The question 
was whether the alterations were such as the society had power to make. 
The plaintiff was the holder of paid-up shares of the society. ‘The society 
was formed in 1836 under the old statute 6 & 7 Will. 4,c 32. The society 
received a certificate of incorporation under the Building Societies Act, 
1874, the provisions of which Act were now applicable to the society, 
Section 16 of that Act authorized the society to make rules as to the terms 
upon which paid-up shares were to be be repaid (sub-section 2), and also 
as to the terms of withdrawal (sub-section 4). The society, through the 
defalcations of an officer, lost a large sum vf money. Meetings were 
held to consider what ought to be done Ultimately, resolutions were 
passed, some of which were now complained of The only alterations 
necessary to mention were to insert as rule 72: ‘‘ The amount due from 
the society to each member in respect of any share or shares held by him 
on the Ist of December, 1896, shall be deemed to be and taken as thirty. 
three fiftieths of the net amount paid on such share or shares anything in 
these rules to the contrary contained notwithstanding’’ In rule 73 
strike out the first paragraph, and substitute: ‘‘Tho directors may at 
any time order that a sum sufficient to discharge a proper proportion of 
any loss, actual or anticipated, incurred by the society shall be 
deducted from the amount payable to any member on withdrawal.’’ 
Sria.ine, J.—Two points were discussed: First, whether the alteration 
in the rules could be made so as to f agenor the rights of the plaintiff as 
a fully paid-up shareholder; secondly, whether if this could be done rule 
72 was within the power of the society. As to the first point the authori- 
ties seem clear. The cases of Wilson v. Miles Platting Building Society (22 
Q. B. D. 381), Rosenberg v. Northumberland Building Society (22 Q. B. D, 
373), aud Pépe v. City and Suburban Benefit Building Society (41 W. R. 548; 
1893, 2 Ch. 211) shew that members of a building society may enter into 
contracts with the society that their rights may be regulated by any rules 
which the society may from time to time make, aud not merely the rules 
in force at the time. Looking at rule 741 think it plain that, so far as 
the alterations are within the powers of the society, the rights should be 
governed by the rules in force from time to time, and that the plaintiff is 
bound by such rules. The real point is whether rule 72 is within the 
powers of the society. The effect of the rule is to wipe out for all time 








whether, though registration is not prohibited, it is such a registration | neatly three-tenths of the money paid up by every member who had 


.as the court ought not to encourage by directing the comptroller to go 
on. In Re Dewhurst’s Trade-Marks (44 W. R. 672 ; 1896, 2 Ch. 137) it was 
further held by the Court of Appeal that a mark which in the judgment 
of the comptroller had such a resemblance to one on the register as to be 
calculated to deceive ought not to be registered, even if the owner of the 
registered mark consented. What is eee by section 72 is the 
by the comptroller of a mark identical with one already on 

the register or having such resemblance to it as to be calculated to deceive. 
These ons , according to the decisions, not merely for the 
benefit of the owners of trade-marks, but for the protection of the public. 
There are two evils attendant on the registration of identical or similar 
teade-mazks—first, the certainty of confusion ; and secondly, the high 
probability of deception. The principle laid down in Dewhwurst's case ought 
to govern the court in consid whether it ought to encourage two 
concurrent applications for the tion of identical or similar marks by 
directing the comptroller to proceed with them, and there is in the present 
case no evidence to justify the court in believing that the mischief alluded 
to is not likely to occur. When it was inquired whether there were any 
circumstances to induce the court to exercise such discretion as it 

might have under section 72, all that was said was that applicants were 
formerly partners and used marks identical with those in question for the 
of their partnership ; that they had dissolved partnership, each 


of the s being entitled to use the marks, and that it was highly 
desirable that each of the applicants should be able to sue separately 
under section 77. It might be observed on that, that as to the marks 


already on the register, there would be no difficulty in suing in the names 
of the registered owners; and clause 7 of the deed of the 23rd of Decem- 
ber, 1896, provided for such a case. As to the one mark which remained 
unregistered, it might be registered in the same way as the other marks, 
and the rights would be regulated by the same clause. In any case, the 
mere convenience of the applicants would not justify the court in depart- 
ing from the principles laid down in the cases to which I have referred. 
In argument some reliance was placed on the case of Dent v. Turpin 
(2 J. & H. 139). It appears to be an answer to any claim founded on this 
decision that the applicants are not now applying under the Acts for the 
registration of an assignment or transmission of the marks in question. 
Even if they were I apprehend that for the sof the Trade-Marks 
Acts some limitation must be imposed on the application of the doctrine 
of Dent v. Turpin, at all events where more than three persons claim to 
be assignees of a registered mark. It could hardly be contended that new 
marks could be registered in the names of a greater number of ownere 
than was allowable under section 74, sub-section 3, in the case of old 


shares on the 1st of December, 1896. The objection taken is that the Act 
| implies that paid-up shares are to be repaid in full, and that under section 
16 the society is authorized to make rules providing for the terms of re- 
payment. The society is also authorized to make rules providing for the 
terms of withdrawal. It seems to me there is a difference in the force of 


of rule 73, and that rule seems to me to be reasonable, as it is proper that 
if a society suffer loss, or a loss is impending, a member shall not be 
allowed to withdraw without contributing to the loss. Rule 72 is a different 
matter. It says that for all time and for all purposes a certain amount 
shall be struck off from the amount contributed to the funds of the y 
The proposed rule goes far beyond the terms as to withdrawal, and w 
affect the distribution of the funds under rule 118. A similar point, was 
considered by Grantham and Charles, JJ., in Knight v. Tabernacle Benefit 
Building S ciety [anreported on this point]. That case did not go so far 
as this because there there was an expectation held out to members of the 
society that at some future time under more favourable circumstances 
they might receive the amount which had been written off. The Divisional 
Court held the rule in that case to be beyond the power of the society. 
That decision was given in a case stated by an arbitrator, and it was after- 
wards held by the Court of Aueee. (41 W. R. 35; 1892, 2 Q. B. 617) that 
the decision could not be appealed from. Possibly it is not binding on me, 
but I do not see my way to differ from the reasoning of Charles, J., in 
that case. I think, therefore, the plaintiff is entitled to the injunction 
asked for, but the same must be limited as to rule 72.—Covunsat, P. & 
Stokes ; Hastings, Q.C., and A. Wurtsburg. Soxtcrrors, Dod, Longstaffe, 
Son, & Fenwick ; Boulton, Sons, § Sandeman. 
[Reported by J. I. Srintinc, Barrister-at-Law. | 


Re WALKER. WALKER v. LUTYENS. Romer, J. 18th June and 6th 





| sister's husband, and died leavi 


July. 
Witt—Constravcrion—* Issvg.”’ 


This was a case raising the question of the meaning of the word “issue.” 
The testatrix, Elizabeth Walker, by her will of July, 1879, in one clause 
gave the income of certain personal property amongst nephews and nieces 
and grand-nieces therein named, directing that if any ot them should die 
leaving issue him or her surviving such issue should take the share of 
income which his, her, or their parent would have taken. Mary Addams 
one of the nieces named in the gift, had in 1865 married her deceased 
a daughter, Gertrude Susannah Addams, 
born after 1865, and a son born before that date. 


marks. Application refused.—CounszL, Hastings, Q.C., and John Cutler, | will the testatrix gave other property in trust for ‘‘ my niecé Mary, the 


In another part of het ° 


July 10, 1897. a 
———— 


Q.C.; Buckley, Q.C., and H. Terrell; The Attorney-General and Joye. 
So.tcrrors, Goldberg, Longdon, Barrett, § Newall; Wild & Wild; Solicitor t 
the Board of Trade. 

{Reported by J. I. Sriziine, Barrister-at-Law.] 
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the section as regards these two matters. The plaintiff does not complain — 
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wife of F. H. Addams, for life, free from the control of her present or any 
fature husband, and upon the death of Mrs. Addams, in trust for her 
daughter Gertrude Susannah Addams, if living, —v¥ 

codicil she gave certain specific chattels to ‘“‘ Gertrude Addams, 
my great-niece.”” The son born before 1865 was not named in the will or 
codicil. The real point for decision was whether Gertrude, although 
illegitimate, was entitled to take her mother’s share, all questions as 
between her and her brother having been waived. 

Romer, J., said: With regard to the clause on which the question 
before me depends, I agree that the word ‘‘issue’’ (which, having regard 
to the text, here means children) must be taken (at any rat e prim facie) to 
mean legitimate children. But it appears to me that for the — of 
the will, so far as concerns the neice Mary Addams, the testa has 
declared that the daughter Gertrude is to be regarded and taken as legiti- 
mate. ‘The testatrix describes the niece Mary as the wife of Mr. Addams, 
and refers to Gertrude as the daughter of the niece, and (in a codicil) as 
the grand-niece of the testatrix. And, as Gertrude survived her mother, 
I think I ought not to hold that for the purposes of the clause in question 
the share of the niece Mary Addams is to be dealt with on the footing that 
she died without leaving issue. I need not consider the question as to 
the other child of Mary Addams, for the daughter Gertrude has expressed 
her desire to allow that child to share with her. I know of no case pre- 
cisely like the present, but I do not think that in giving this decision 1 am 
extending the principle governing the numerous cases cited before me in 
which illegitimate children have been allowed to take. Of course, if the 

rinciple stated by Sir John Leach, M.R., in Bagley v. Mollard (1 R. & M. 
Fel) had been stili law, that whenever the general description of children 
will include legitimate children it cannot also be extended to illegitimate 
children, then my decision must have been the other way. But that 
principle is clearly not now law. I do not think it necessary for me 
to go through the numerous cases cited. If the gift in this will 
had been to Mary Addams for life, with remainder to her children, 
then there is ample authority for holding that, having regard to 
the statements in this will (though in a different part of it), the 
daughter Gertrude must have been held a child for the p of the 
gift. See, for example, Hil/ v. Crook (22 W. R. 137, L. R. 6 H. L. 265), 
and especially the observations of Lord Cairns at p. 285; Re Haseldine 
(L. R. 31 Ch. D. 511), and Re Horner (L. R. 37 Ch. D. 695); and I cannot 
see any difference in principle, for the I am now considering, 
between the above supposed case and a simple gift to Mary Addams, with 
a substitutionary gift to her children in case she died before a certain 
period. NordolIsee why the principle should not be applied to the 
precise case befure me where the substitutionary gift is not confined to the 
case of the gift to Mary Addams, but is a general subetitutionary gift 
applying to gifts to other named persons as well as to the gift to Mary 
Addams. I will only add afew words with regard to two cases cited 
before me. As to Megson v. Hindle (28 W. R. 861, L. R. 15 Ch. D. 198), 
when the circumstances of that case are considered it will be seen that the 
testator had treated the illegitimate child separately from the other or 
legitimate children, and had not shewn any intention to regard him as 
legitimate for the purposes of his will or to include him in the general 
term “‘children.’’ And in the case of Re Hall (L. R. 35 Ch. D. 551) there 
was nothing in the will to shew that the testator regarded the illegitimate 
son of his sister as legitimate or intended to include him in a gift to that 
sister’s children beyond the description of him asa nephew, which descrip- 
tion, standing alone, was not sufficient. His lordship therefore declared 
the two children to be entitled to the share, and gave costes out of the 
residue.—CounseL, Mulligan, Q.C., and Childers ; T. K. Crossfield and W. 
Compton Smith. Soxscrrors, Shelton, Walker, § Tayler ; A. D. Wilde. 


[Reported by Ratecu B. Putuirorts, Barrister-at-Law. | 
Re DOLAMORE (Deceased). HAMMOND v. DOLAMORE. Romer, J. 
3rd July. 


Witt—Consrruction—ApDEMPTION. 


Miss Susanna Dolamore, who died in January, 1894, by her will, made 
in March, 1882, gave all shares and stock in the City of London Brewery 
Oo, (Limited), subject to all the liabilities subsisting thereon at her death, 
amongst her nephews therein named in equal shares as tenants in 
common. During the course of the year 189] the company referred to 
was reconstructed under the name of the New City of London Brewery 
Co. (Limited). The new company was registered in September, 1891. The 
testatrix received the usual notices and circulars, and on the 29th of 
October, 1891, she filled in and signed forms electing to convert her stock 
and shares into stock and shares of the new company of similar kinds, 
and her name appeared in the schedule of assenting shareholders in a 
deed of agreement filed with the registrar of joint-stock companies on 
the 17th of December, 1891, and on the 18th of December, 1891, the stock 
and shares in the new company were allotted to the testatrix. On the 
lith of December, 1891, a codicil was made by the testatrix whereby, 
after referring to the bequest in her will of all her shares and stock in the 
City of London Brewery Co., she revoked the bequest to one of her 
nee and gave the share which, but forthe codicil, he would have had 
in her said shares and stock in the City of London Brewery Co. (Limited) 
to his children, but in all other respects confirmed her will. In March, 
1895, the name of the company was changed back to the City of London 
Brewery Co. (Limited). It was contended by the residuary legatees that 
the specific legacies of the stocks and shares had been adeemed, and that 
the stocks and sbares in the existing company formed part of the 
residuary estate 

Romer, J., said that further opportunity of considering the case had 
confirmed him in the view he had first taken, that the question was not 
really one of adsmption, but as to what was the effect of the codicil of the 





| 


17th of December, 1891, having regard to the circumstances 
that date. By her will the testatrix clearly disposed of all her 
shares in the company. When she made the codicil she knew 
taken place with regard to the company since 

reconstruction of the company and the terms of agreement 
new and the shareholders in the old company, and 
29th of October, 1891, she had elected to become a shareholder 
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pany passed legatees. ’ 
Levett, Q.C., and F. C. Wright ; Ne Q.C., and Methold ; Farwell, Q.0., 
and Gatey. Soxscrrors, Sewell, Bdwards, ¢ Neville. 
(Reported by Ratzcu B. Paitirorrs, Barrister-at-Law., 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 
LLEWELLYN v. VALE OF cramensan RAILWAY 00. Wright, J. 


Rartway CompaANy—INTERFERENCE WITH Patvats Roap—Psnatty—Riours 
or _—_— Ownzrs—Rattwars Ciauses Act, 1845 (8 & 9 Vicr. c. 20), 
ss. 53, 54. 

Action tried before Wright, J., without a jury, on the 3lst of May. 
from the considered judgment of 


used by oS ae 
nothing to show to whom the soil of the road belongs, and it appears to 
me that the nies ees ; i. is 
applicable. The plaintiff, therefore, 
the side of his land, and he has a 
half. The defendants in 


with and hereon Ge oak eee ee ted way. They 

— i845) most pay be heron of the eee (the Railway gg 
. . ey have primé facie incurred penal posed seC- 

tion 54. ‘those sestions ure aa follows; © Sectiow 63. HE, im the : 


of the powers by this or the special Act granted, it be found necessary to 
cross, cut through, raise use of 
carriage-road, horse-road, tram-road, or 


thereof, the com: 
tions, cause a cient road to be made instead of the 
fered with, and shall at their own expense maintain such substituted road 
in a state as convenient for and carriages as the road so inter- 


fered with, or as nearly so as may be. Section 54. If the company do not 
cause another sufficient road to be #0 made before they interfere with any 
such existing road as aforesaid, t day 


road 
trustees, commissioners, surveyor, or other having the manage- 
ment of such road, if a Public roed, dull be on 
thereof, or, in case of a private 
thereof, and every such penalty shall 
in any of the superior courts.” The 
is entitled to recover the y, or any and what part of it. 
matter is complicated by fact that 
road is not a party to the action, 
sie See: Se paiy aes os SE aaa 
statute a sing ty Ww 
se ie nee it pe 
o W. not one t 
out that there is no machinery for that 
of each half has a right of action sues 
must be liable to two whole penalties, 
be intended, or there must in each action be an Goma 3 at the 
Sage nd es one owner bag J of the If, 
e p can recover x 
difficulty of 
that, if he is entitled to recover 
opinion he is entitled to recover something 
e road. Suppose the defendants had obstructed that half only. In 
that case it eeeme to me that they would have been liable to the plaintift 
for the whole penalty, because they would have made the road to. 
theplaintiff. If so, the plaintiff cannot lore his be mere 
someone else ee ee — wronged. I am to = the 
company are whole to who owns ap 
part of the obstructed road. The non a cacuial We rf 
regarded longitudinally. 
mile of road, each 100 yards 
cannot think that pe ge ae boda at a for the benefit of 
one owner or no ity atall. Judgment tor th pau for £150 
costs.—Counssi, C. 4. 0, F. 3 Cri LC. 
Kenyon Parker. ——- 
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GRAND JUNCTION WATERWORKS CO. (Appellants) ». DAVIES Some boven.” ike aelbomeans enmtantied that the dwe pheas aon 


(Respondent). Div. Court. 3rd July. 


Waren Rares—Svurriy or Water ror Domestic Purrosss—Dwe.uinc- 

“ wovss AND GARDENS occurrep as One TENEMENT —AsSESSMENT OF WHOLE 
as One Tznement —‘‘ TENEMENT SUPPLIED WiTH WATER ’’—WATERWORKS 
Oxavers Act, 1847 (10 & 11 Vicr. c. 17), s. 68. 


Case stated by justices sitting at Brentford Police Court, in the county 
of Middlesex. An application was made to the justices by the respondent 
under section 68 of the Waterworks Clauses Act, 1847 (10 & 11 Vict. c. 
17), which provides that ‘‘ The water rates, except as hereinafter and in 
the special Act mentioned, shall be paid by and be recoverable from the 
person requiring, receiving, or using the supply of water, and shall be 
payable according to the annual value of the tenement supplied with 
; and if any dispute arise as to such value, the same s be deter- 
mined by two justices.’’ The application to the justices was to determine 
the value of a certain tenement at Ealing, which was supplied with water 

y the appellants, and was owned and occupied by the respondent, a 
the 


i 


a 


ite having arisen as to such annual value een the appellants and 

t. The tenement in question was outside the area to 

which the Water Rate Definition Act, 1885, applied. The premises 
of a dwelling-house with a gravelled approach in front and 

garden at the back, consi in part of lawn and in part of kitchen 
garden, with greenhouse and tool-shed. The whole of the premises 
are occupied by the respondent as a residence, and the garden and the 


other a} ances form part of the curtilage of the house ; and the total 
area of the premises is a little over half an acre. The appellants supply 
the dent with water for domestic purposes under and in pursuance 
of 46 of the Grand Junction Waterworks Act, 1852, and section 68 


of the Waterworks Clauses Act, 1847, at a rate according to the annual 
value of the tenement supplied with water. The question between the 
respondent and the appelants was as to what was to be taken into 
account in determining the annual value of the ‘‘ tenement supplied with 
water.” For the appellants it was contended that the tenement the 
annual value of which was to be determined by the justices was the whole 
area of|the premises occupied by the respondent as one undivided tene- 
ment. For the respondent it was contended that the tenement, the 
annual value of which had to be determined, was the dwelling-house 
alone, and that the garden ought to be excluded in calculating the annual 
value of the ‘‘tenement supplied with water,’’ and the respondent’s 
witnesses, in order to shew that the garden might have a letting value 
—_ from the house, suggested that by making entrances and dividing 
the premises into three separate parts the part of the garden consisting 

of lawn might be let as a lawn tennis ground, the remainder of the garden, 
consisting of kitchen garden, might be let asa kitchen garden, and the 
Pr on oa would then stand with only a small piece of ground 
to it. The justices found as a fact that the annual value of 

the whole tenement, as occupied by the respondent, was £100; but 
that the annual value of such tenement if a certain portion of the 
garden were excepted was £80. They found as a fact that such 
piece of den, although occupied by the respondent as part of 
the and not divided or ted in any way, and though 
desirable for the enjoyment of the premises, might have been separately 
let. The — were of opinion that neither the appellante’ nor 
the t’s contention was correct, and that in arriving at the 
annual value of the tenement supplied with water they had to make a 
special assessment for water i only for the purpose of a domestic 
supply, and were therefore obliged to determine what quantity of garden 
shold in their opinion reasonably go with the house. The justices were 
also of that they ought to consider (1) that the garden is by the 
statute (eection 48 of the Grand Junction Waterworks Act, 1852) expressly 
excluded from receiving water under the head of domestic purposes, and 
(2) that under the case of The Bristol Waterworks Co. v. Uren (15 Q. B. D. 
637), and the cases therein cited, a reasonable amount of garden must be 
pomeag A hoe] —— on — nae — .. water for domestic 
Bu) a appeared to the justices, ha regard 
pmo that a distinct and appreciable area beyond that which is reason- 
able and necessary for the enjoyment of the dwelling-house (having regard 
to.its character and the locality surrounding it)—namely, the back or 
kitchen garden, could be severed and form by itself a defined unit for the 
purpose of separate assessment for allrating demands. It was also proved 
that a severance of the existing unit of assessment only proportionately 
lowered the annual value of the house and its grounds, so that the actual 
value of the severed portions, y/us that of the house and its reduced 
grounds, amounted to the same sum as for the undivided whole. The 
justices accordingly held that the annual value of the tenement for the 


purpcses of the sections was £80. The question for the court was whether | p 


the justices were right or wrong in law in holding that they had to make 
a special assessment only for water p ses for the purpose of a domestic 
supply, and were therefore entitled to determine what quantity of garden 
should reasonably go with the house apart from the fact of what was then 
actually occupied therewith, and whether they were right or wrong in 
excluding the portion of the garden above specified from their considera- 
tion in ie sarap Sy annual value of the tenement supplied with water. 
The ts re on the cases of The Bristol Waterworks Co.v. Uren 
(15 Q. B. D. 637), West Middlesex Waterworks Oo. v. Coleman (33 W. R. 


549, 14 Q. B. D. 529), and Lowe v. Lambeth Waterworks Co. (unreported), a 
decision 


of Jessel, M.R., in 1875, referred to in Bristol Waterworks Co. v. 
Uren. Cur. adv. vult. 
Tus Oovnt (Hawxins and Waicut, JJ.) allowed the appeal, and raised 
the assessment to £100. 
Hawxrms, J., in reading the judgment of the court, after stating 


facts, said: The appellants contended that the whole area of the premises 





the | particular scheme, w' 


ought to be considered, and that the garden ought to be excluded. After 
hearing evidence the justices found as a fact that the annual value of the 
whole was £100; but that a portion of the garden, though not in any wa: 
divided or separated from the rest of the premises, and though occu 


tchen one ion of another, fowl-houses, a 
coach and a bicycle house, have been separately let, and that in this view 
the annual value would be reduced to £80. In my opinion the justices 
had no jurisdiction to exclude such portion of the garden, &c., from their 
value of the tenement supplied 
of 1847 confers upon them no 
ter the boundaries of the existing tene- 
ment, and to reduce the limits of the garden to that extent which they 
think should reasonably go with the house by making alterations never 
pare pes by the owner or, occupier, and which could not be carried 
out without substantial operations, but contemplates only a mere valua- 
tion of the existing tenement as the owner and occupier up to the present 
time have chosen to enjoy it. The whole, in my opinion, forms the residential 
tenement, and that is the tenement — with water. If the owner 
and occupier desire to curtail the area they can do so for themselves, and 
when, if at all, they have done so they will be entitled as of right to a 
valuation of the curtailed area. We think, therefore, that the justices 
were wrong, and that the assessment must be raised to £100.—Counszz, 
Bosanquet, Q.C., and Ram; F. Low and £. Shortt. Souicrrors, Bircham § 
Co. ; H. P. Davies. 

[Reported by Sir Suzenston Baxer, Bart., Barrister-at-Law.! 





Bankruptcy Cases. 


Re MORTER, Ex parte NICHOLLS. C.A.No.1. 18th June. 


Bankruptcy —Scueme— Liapitiry or Guarantors—Costs or APPEAL 
Wuere Guapantors ARE SePaRaTELY REPRESENTED ALTHOUGH INTERESTS 
ARE IpenTIcAL—Banxrvptcy Act, 1890 (53 & 54 Vicr. c. 71), 8. 3. 


This was an appeal by 8S. Nicholls, trading as Nicholls & Clarke, to 
reverse a judgment order of Vaughan Williams, J., on proof of debt 
under scheme of arrangement. The ae = the court below have 
already been rted (seep. 494). appellant creditor, by his notice 
of motion, asked, inter alia, that it should be declared that Nicholls & 
Clarke were entitled to the benefit of the guarantees of the respondents, 
Messrs. W. G. Harris and Alfred Reed, two of the trustees of the bank- 
rupt’s estate, such guarantee being secured by promissory notes lodged 
with the official receiver for distribution among the creditors upon 
approval of the scheme. ye peg in this case were entered by the 
debtor in his statement of rs as fully-secured creditors, but they 
proved originally for £285, and on the fall in the value of their security 
they sought to amend their proof by raising it to £611. This was after 
two instalments of 2s. 6d. each had been id by the trustees to the 
creditors, who had accepted the scheme, and on the appellant’s appli- 
cation to come in the respondents rejected the amended proof on the 
ground that his application was too late. The learned judge held that 
after this lapse of time the appellant could not make the trustees liable 
on their general guarantee to pay them pari passu with the creditors 
who had agreed to the scheme at first 7s. 6d. in the £ on their 
amended proof, on the ground that their liability was limited to the 

riod within which it was stipulated the payments respectively should 

due and payable. Not ha accepted or rejected the scheme until 
they found dhetr securities had fallen in value, the appellants were not 
entitled at a subsequent date to come in and disturb the dividends already 
distributed. Nicholls & Co. appealed, and on their behalf counsel con- 
tended that no period was fixed by the Act within which a guarantee 
under a scheme of arrangement must be accepted a creditor. The 
application of the appellants, therefore, was not out of time. Unless his 
clients were allowed the benefit of the guarantee, the effect of the 
arrangement would be to give unfair preference to some of the debtor's 
creditors. 

Tux Covrr (Lord Esuze, M.R., A. L. Surrx and Ricsy, L.JJ.), without 
hearing counsel for the mdents, dismissed the appeal. 

Lord Esuzr, M.R., said that trustees who undertaken to give 
personal security were not in the position of debtors to the creditors of 
the bankrupt. In the present case there was no liability upon them to 
pay anything to the debtor’s estate irrespective of that imposed by the 
romissory notes they had given. There was nothing in the statute which 
provided that as the pees of a bankrupt’s estate they were to lose 
any of the rights which guarantors enjoyed. It was sufficient to decide 
this case to look at the terms on which the trustees had offered to become 
guarantors. Those terms were too clear to admit of doubt ; their liability 
was to be limited in all to 7s. 6d. in the £, and that amount was, in the 
events which happened, to be paid by three equal instalments on certain 
fixed dates, when the promissory notes came to maturity. As soon as the 
creditors proved, the trustees knew what would be the amount they might 
be called upon to pay, and it was unfair that the appellant should come 
in later pte ao for payment under the scheme, when for certain personal 
reasons he had thought it would be more to his advantage to depend 
solely on the security he held for the amount of his debt. Bi 

Surru, L.J., concurred. In his opinion the question for the decision of 
that court turned solely on the proper construction to be placed on the 

hich all the creditors, except the appellant, had 


agreed to accept. 


July 10, 1897 7 








SESE EER SZ OCR ms © ew eee one web ee 













PEAL 
-ESTS 


e, to 
debt 
have 
otice 
lis & 
ents, 
ank- 
ed 
upon 
r the 
they 
urity 
after 
» the 
ppli- 
| the 
that 
iable 
itors 
their 
» the 
ould 
until 
> not 
eady 
con- 
antee y 
The 
s his 
the 
tor’s 


shout 


give 
rs of 
y the 
rhich 
. lose 
ecide 
come 
bility 
n the 
rtain 
s the 
night 
come 


ypend 


on of 
n the 
bad 









peer: 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 





_ July 16, 1897. 








Riesr, L.J., said he was of the same o . It seemed to him that 


the judgment of the learned judge from was perfectly right, and 
ought to be , APPS dismissed. 
Counsel for the appellant asked that only one set of costs should be 


allowed the respondents, and argued that as their interests were identical 
the court had power to make such an order. 

Counsel for the respondents opposed the aj . The trustees in 
the appeal were sued jointly and severally. were in the position of 
defendants in an action simply, and the provisions of the Bankruptcy Act 
did not apply. They were each entitled therefore to their costs. 

Lord Esuer, M.R., eaid he thought that was so, and directed that the 
respondents should have their respective costs of the appeal.—Counsa., 
Muir Mackenzie; H. Reed, Q.C., and E. Morten; Bousfield, Q.C., and P. 
Rose-Innes. Souicrrors, Hollams § Co. ; Hilleary ; R. Chapman. 


(Reported by Exsxiwz Rtn, Barrister-at-Law. | 


Re ELIOT, Ex parte BUSHILL AND ANOTHER. Vaughan Williams and 
Wright, JJ. ist July. 


Banxruptcy—PvsticatTion or List or Creprrors—Contempt or Courtr— 
Insunction—CommittaL To Prison—Banxruptcy Act, 1883 (46 & 47 
Vicr. c. 52), s. 16 (4). 


This was an appeal from an order of his Honour Judge Philbrick, made 
in the county court at Poole. Eliot, Pearce, & Co., the bankrupts, were 
well-known bankers, carrying on business at various branches in Hants 
and Dorset. Busbill and Allday, the appellants in this case, ther with 
one Nash, printed and Soo a list of the gg of a a 
which they proposed to sell at one shilling a copy. Uponthe 12th o! . 
before the ole of these lists had , two creditors applied by their 
solicitor to Judge Philbrick, then sitting at L , where there is no 
bankruptcy jurisdiction, for an order res e publication of such 
list as a contempt of court. This application was unsupported by affi- 
davits or any other evidence. The judge, nevertheless, made an order 
granting an interisn injunction until his sitting at Poole five days later, 
and commanding Bushill, Allday, and Nash to appear before him at his 
court at Poole, when he would consider whether the injunction should be 
made perpetual. Upon their appearing before him at Poole, without any 
application being made to him so to do, the j committed Nash to 
prison for a fortnight, and until he should have the costs ; and com- 
mitted Bushill and Aliday until further order. Bushill and Allday were 
released upon each entering into reco ces of £500, and finding sureties 
for £250. They thereupon brought this appeal, both the order 
committing them to aes and against the injunction restraining them 
from publishing the list of creditors. 

Tue Court (VavcHan Wit11ams and Waricut, JJ.) held that the pro- 
cedure had been entirely wrong, there having been no application what- 
ever to commit the appellants, and allowed the a) on that t. 
They did not decide the question whether the publication of the of 


' creditors was a contempt of court, the appellant’s counsel not having been 


heard on that point, but left it to be argued before the Court of Appeal 
merely stating that in their opinion it might be a contempt. A 
allowed ; leave to appeal granted.—Counsgt, H. Reed, Q.C., and F. C. 
Willis ; Lord Coleridge, Q.C., and Muir Mackenzie. Soutcrrons, L. Kirk- 
man, for J. Tattersall, Bournemouth ; Peacock ¢ Goddard, for Trevanion, 
Curtis, § Ridley, Bournemouth. 


[Reported by P. M. Frawcxe, Barrister-at-Law.! 


Ex parte SCHOFIELD. Vaughan Williams and Wright, JJ. 
2nd July. 


Banxruptcy—Paroor—PostroNEMENT—Partnersuip Act, 1890 (53 & 54 
Vict. c. 49), s. 2, suB-section 3 (p); s. 3. 


This was an appeal from the decision of the county court judge at 
fanchester, affirming the decision of the trustee in the bankrupcy, who 
stponed Schofield’s proof until all other creditors of the bankrupt should 
ve been paid in full. Schofield had lent Fort £3,000, taking a promis- 


Re FORT. 


b 


sory note as collateral security. Fort further verbally agreed with Scho- 
field that he would pay him a share of his profits in business as part of 
the interest on the loan. In 1896 Schofield sued Fort for the £3,000, and 


Fort alleged by way of defence that Schofield was his partner. This issue 
was tried before Kennedy, J., at the Manchester Assizes, when it was 
decided that there was no partnership between the parties, and Schofield 
obtained judgment. Fort thereupon became bankrupt, and upon Schofield 
attempting to prove in the bankruptcy, the trustee and the county court 
judge both held that the loan came within the 2nd and 3rd sections of the 
Partnership Act, 1890, which provide : Section 2, sub-section 3 (d), ‘* The 
advance of money by way of loan to a m engaged or about to 

in any business on @ contract with that person that the lender shall receive 
a rate of interest varying with the profits, or shall receive a share of the 
ta arising from Carrying on the business, does not of itself make the 
ender a partner with the person or persons g on the business, or 
liable as such Provided that the contract is wri » and 

by or on behalf of all the parties thereto.” Section 3, *‘In the event 
of any person to whom money has been advanced by way of loan upon 
such a contract as is mentioned in the last foregoing section, or of 
buyer of a goodwill in consideration of a share in the profits of the - 
ness, being adjudged a bankrupt, entering mto an arrangement to pay 
his creditors less than 20s. in the pound, or dying in insolvent circnm- 
stances, the lender of the loan shall not be entitled to recov er 

in respect of his loan, and the eeller of the goodwill shall not be enti 

to recover anything in respect of the share of profits contracted for, until 
the claims of the other creditors of the borrower or ew | for 
consideration in money or money’s worth have been sat .” Schofield 





sub-section 3 (d). 
Tux Oovrr (Vavcuan Wiii1ams and Waicut, JJ.) allowed the appeal, 
holding that lenders with written contracts pon aby on 


3 (@), are given certain advantages that are 
es g disad t 3, and that therefore it 


vantages by section 
would be unfair to impose the burdens of section 3 a lender who, 
the benefits con- 


having no contract in , could 


never have 
ferred by section 2, sub 3 (@. ap oe allowed, leave to appeal 
granted.—OCounsz., H. Reed, Q.C., and J. X. Bradbury ; Edmund ‘ 
Lea, Manchester; Bower, Cotton, ¢ Bower, for J. H. 


Soxrcrrors, J. H. 
Boardman, Manchester. 
[Reported by P. M. Faanoxs, Barrister-at-Law.| 





Solicitors’ Cases. 
Re L. C. MARGETSON AND 8. Kekewich, J. 15th June. 


Soxicrror --Souicrronr’s Lizw ror Cosrs or AcTion—AGREEKMENT oF 
Partigs BEHIND Back or Soricrrorn to Stay Action—Co.ivston. 


This case was one of considerable importance to 
it raised the question, whether, where plaintiff 
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courts have uniformly held, without in the slightest the pro- 

and advantage of that rule, that if the parties have and 
the solicitor for the one party meets the on the other side, and 
a is made, that bargain is . It cannot be said that the 
authority of the principal is gone, because such a thing as this is im- 
possible, and, therefore, whether there is litigation pending or not, if the 








by a solicitor. That is as much common-sense as the rule but 
what the court has also said is that th. ina 

LTO (TU (itt Mere: ‘ i 
view of de : 


compromise, kno 
defeatit, then that 
that was the intention. 


not be allowed, 
That runs through all these cases. Lindley, 
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affecting the proper conduct of the case is, that if your opponent does not | W. B. Hulme, Do. Do. as eS 
make out a case you must have the courage to say so, and not file affidavits | J. H. Yonge, Do. Do. “eka 1-124 
et all. If you think his case requires an answer you must take your | Dobbs & bill, Do. Do. ) 
chance by your answer of renin meh ma I will not pause | Maund & Coombs, Do. Do. 010 6 
to inquire whether the affidavits of the applicant made out any case. It | A. J. Bearcroft, Droitwich Do. i-te 
‘was a weak one, no doubt. I will assume that the plaintiff } as not made | Abbott & Hudson, 9, Fenchurch-street. E.C. ¥..3¢% 
out any case in his affidavit, but Iam clear that the affidavit in answer | Harrison & Davies, 30, Bedford-row, W.C. . 220 
does. I must read the evidence of Mr. 8. himself in connection with | Graham Keith, 43, Chancery-lano, W.C. a 5 5 0 
that which he incorporated with it, and which was an affidavit not made — 
at the same time, but only referred to as 8., but then he says that £7,574 13 0 
the substance of what passed is incorporated in that affidavit. Then what 
ere Bsa yt. ig bee Peg touted ny Mr. and Mrs. Pugh, and = 
resul was that, knowing they were in necessitous circumstances, he ’ 
paid them £25, not as a kind of bargain to stop the taxation, of which he LAW STUDENTS JOURNAL. 
said he _ ey a. but having that a result, get i Se THE INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
knew ; a bargain or no in, as if may the mit " 
legal sense of the co tae parties. perfectly Sell knew that once the The followi 7 Iognesmmpears mr ognnee om habetical ord 
£25 was paid the taxation would be dropped and Mr. 8. would be e following candidates (whose names are in alphabetical order) were 
free from any anxiety caused by the order for taxation. It is said, successful at the Intermediate Examination held on the 17th June, 1897. 
indeed, that the money was paid with a view of ratisfying part of the costs | Arnold, William Lamb, Eric Charles Edward 
of Bnd voapemers . They say in their affidavit that Mr. S. had | Bannerman, Henry Parlaine, B.A. Lawreuce, James Frederick 
" to te a sum of £25 towards our costs of these proceed- | Barnes, Charles Eric Nathaniel, B.A. 


Mr. and Mrs. Pugh knew I do not know. It is evident 

circumstances, and were probably over-persuaded by 
~ must monte 4 know what were the poy con- 
sequences of their acts, and t ey were acce £25, as they sa 
themselves, towards their costs without the slightoet itontionn of ite being 
ae the payment of their costs. Mr. S., on the other hand, 
and 


HH 
reg 


of their difficulty, and, although hw stated that he paid the money 
towards their costs, he must have been taken to have known as a solicitor, 
well acquainted with this particular old client, that the money 
would not find its way into Mr. Margetson’s ket in reduction of his 
costs, It seems to me that, without any such cross-examination as the 
counsel for the respondent invites, the t was well advised enough. 
I have a distinct case here; I think that what was done on Mr. S,’s 
was.intended to deprive Mr. Margetson of his costs I cannot 
acquit Mr. and Mrs. Pugh, but I have no doubt that they did not 
the impropriety of what they were doing. The case sesms to me 
to come distinctiy within the authority of Price v. Crouch. As for the 
order which the applicant wants, I did not want authority, but 
‘was impressed with the idea that the court could not do what was right. 
Here I have an authority. The only question is what the form of order should 
As I propose to make an order in a more extended way, it will 
include the sum of £25, which will only be allowed towards the costs as a 
The summons in the case of Price v. Crouch asked that the costs 
of the actiou might be taxed and paid to the applicant, or, in the alter- 
native, that the applicant might be at liberty to continue the proceedings 
in order to recover the costs. Where a plaintiff and defendant compro- 
mise an action with the knowledge that they are so acting as to deprive 
the plaintiff's solicitor of his costs, such solicitor is entitled to an order for 
the payment of his taxed costs of the action by the defendant, or for 
continuance of the action for the recovery of such costs. Reading there 
” for ‘*‘action’’ the present summons asks exactly the same 
The Divisional Court sustained the order of the judge in that 
am at liberty to consider that either of the alternatives would 
right. It seems to me that the first alternative is right There is 
apparent anomaly in allowing p: to be continued which cannot 
ued in the name of the client who bas withdrawn his retainer. 
also this, that if the order to continue the proceedings is made, 
be incurred ; and Margeteon has no right to incur costs 
the view of recovering those already incurred, so that ought 
if it can be done consistently with the judgment. The first 
ive seems not to be open to objection. I therefore make an order 
costs incurred by Mr. Margetson up to the receipt of the letter of 
of ber, 1896, be taxed and paid by the defendant to the 
am directing such taxation as is necessary for ascertaining 
and no further costs need be incurred; and in addition I 
Mr. 8. do pay the costs of this application.—CovnssgL, 
+ 8. Ford, and H. Courthope Munroe ; Ribton. Soxscrrors, 
nm; ©. 
[Reported by C. C. Hewatny, Barrister-at-Law.| 


in 


eeF 


SpEUTE TBE: 
iat 


HI 


aH 
ist 








LAW SOCIETIES. 


INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
VICTORIA PENSION FUND. 


£ s. d. 
Amount acknowl! last week . - , . : - 7,498 10 
E. E. Chapman, 32, Nicholas-lane, E.C. , Sag 2s 
C.J. & O R. Bowles, 14, Adelaide-road, Brockley . 3 d eee 
Brown, Ringroce, & Lightbody, 23, Abingdon-street,S.W. . 3 3 
Mampshire Law Society (per A. W. Brain, Soutbampton) . 10 10 
Poole & Robinson, 15, Union-court, Old Broad-street, E.C. 10 10 
Frederic Brooke, 51, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, W.C. . ; ; 2 32 
& Rawstorne, 7, Suffolk-place,S.W. . : ; 
Sawtell, & Co., 23, tiou-square, W.C. . 10 10 
, Thorn, & Sherrington, 31, Bedford-row, W.C. . gg 
Ww A. Tree, Worcester (per S. B. Garrard) . , ‘ 3 8 
E. A Davi-, Do. Do ; 2 2 
F.R Jeffery, Do. Do. : P . 2:3 
z. G. Hyde, Do. Do. - . 7 3 3 


ecocecoooec]e|cos 


Bender, Mon: saad 

aan » Fran —. 
uchier, George Gershon 

Brewer, William John Low 

Broughton, James 

Bull, Charles Thomas 

Burnand, Ivor Brassey, B.A. 

Burton, Charles 

Carlile, Victor Wilson 

Clark, Frederic 

Clark, Frederic Percival, B.A. 

Clarke, Leonard 

Clements, Arthur Frederick 

Cochran, John Robert, B.A. 

Collcutt, Sydney Joseph 

Cope, Edward Lidbrook 

Davis Richard John 

Easton, Harold 

Field, Sidney 

Finch, William Gerard 

Forshall, Theodore William Scrim- 


geour 
Fowler, William Thomas 
Fox, Arthur George Bickerstaffe 
Fox, James Charles 


Garton, Frank Townsend, B.A. 
Gouldsmith, Harold Salter, B.A. 
Halligey ~ 1d Cha: 
, Arnu mpion, B.A. 

Hewel, teness William” 
Hewett, Ernest Charles 
Horner, John Richard 
Hutley, Alfred 
Fe ag Garamston 

ennings, Percy 
Johnson, Thomas 
Jukes, Ewart D’ Aquilar Ewart 
Kempe, Ernest Harper 


1897. 

Armstrong, Blosse Richard, LL.B. 
ree 4 rey Arthur 
Aynsley, John Murra: 

Bailey, Frederick William 

Baxter, Albert Ernest 


Bayliffe, Alfred Danvers 
Be d, Robert Henry 


Edelston 
Bennett, William 
h, Francis Rattray 
Bird, John Payne Edmunds, B.A. 
Bramley, Lot 


Brown, Henry Waudby 

Brown, Percy Elwick 

Burbidge, Edward D’Arcy, B.A. 
Burge, George Stanley, B.A. 
Butcher, Charles St. Aubyn 
Calcott, Percy Berkeley 
Canning, Alexander Guerra 
Capon, Edward Orford, B.A. 





Cayley, Osbert Arthur 
; Chambers, Arthur Burton 


Lechmere, Josselyne Alban Augu;- 
tine 


Long, Walter Farley 
Walter Hyett 
Mandall, Thomas Cooper 
Mellodew, John Wilkinson 
Miller, Edward Irwin 


pee oe Richard 
Newbold, John Corden, B.A. 
Payne, Sydney 
Petersen, Otto George 
Plummer, Arthur Bertram 
Raikes, Frederick Monro, B.A. 
Reid, Edward Monteith 
Rice, George Charles Dudley, B.A. 
Richardson, Wilfred Freeman 
Roberts, Arthur Edward Campbell 
Robinson, Herbert James 
Robotham, Alpheus Ralph 
Rowe, d Mark 
Ruddle, eon Skeate 
Russell, George Shipton 
8 , George Albert Langford 
Smith, Charles Aubrey 
Smith, Ernest Arscott 
Smith, Ru Hamlin, B.A. 
Sterry, 
Stevens, Courtenay 
Talbot, George Reginald 
Thomas, Bernard 
Tillett, Bertram Cecil 
Trimmer, William Bradley 
Walton, Charles Francis 
Watson, Wallace Aldridge 
Wells, Bernard Norman 
Whitehouse Charles Edwari 
Whitfield, John 

, Frederick Samue 
Wi , George Frederick 
Wilkinson, Arthur Henry 
Williams, Harry 
Witt, Robert Clermont, B.A. 





Finat Examination. 


The following candidates (whose names are in alphabetical order) were 
successful at the Final Examination held on the 15th and 16th of June, 


Charlton, Oswin John, B.A. 
Chetwood, Alfred Stephen 
Clay, Frederick Septimus 
Clegg, Charles William 
Cobbett, Henry James 
Cocks, John William 


Stuart Cook, George Jones 


Cooke, Philip Henry, B.A. 
Cosgrove, George 

Oox, William Frederick 
Jrawford, Horace Leslie 
Crompton, Edward Arthur, B.A. 


/ Broadbent, Charles Maurice Arnaud Crowder, Alexander Jefferies 


Curtis, Francis John Fallowfield 
Dallimore, Henry Dickens 
Daly, James Thomas Joseph 
Daniel, Henry Kenyon 

Davies, Arthur (of Lianidloes) 
Davies, Harry Edward 

Davies, Richard Willian 

Davies, Robert Cropley 

Davies, Thomas Johu 

Davy, Frederick William, B A 
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Dewey, Marston 






Dickson, 
Ditchfield, 


Oe ee aS aS SS eee 
cocoacoo 


| 


= 
o 


Ferris, wane ny A Payne, Henry Arthur, B.A 
Few, Charles Eric, B.A., LL.B. Phelps, Thomas Tettrell, B.A 
Fitagerald, Edmund Phillips, Charles Thomas George 
Flood, Edgar Henry 

ere Full, Henry Champion Pomeroy, Henry 

7. Fuller, Rupert John Pomery, Arthur Connor 

5 Fyfe, Andrew Johnstone, B.A. Poole, Charles 
, Gaunt, Ernest Joseph Potter, Frederick Charles 
. Gibbon, Charles Henry, B.A. Pratt, Stanley Arthur 


Goodier, Oswald Aloysius 


Gowling. John 


Grant, James Hamilton 


Greaves, John 


Greenhow, Wilfred Harry, B.A. 


Greenwood, Harold 
Gregory, Charles 


a Alfred Henry 
e, Henry Chicheley, B.A. 


Marmaduke de 


James William, M.A. 
John William Hall, B.A. 
Drysdale, John George, M.A. 

Elgie, Christopher John 


Musker, Henry 

Naylor, Harry Hubert 

Nelson, Richard 

Neve, Alban 

Nisbet, ne. Adair 
orthmore, 


Hannaford, Charles Henry Holman Roberts, 


Harrison, Daniel Haydon 


Harrison, William 8 iW . Alexander m 

Hart, Frank Oliver, LL.B. Sandford, Percy 

Hickman vroba Owen, B Shakespeare, P _ 

i , John Owen, B.A ¥ 

Hickson, William Henry Sbebead E Barlow 

Hills, John Waller, B.A. 8h Beaumont, B.A 
Hindmarsh, Andrew Brown Side , William Henry 

Hirsch, Ernest Leonard, B.A. Sim; Arthur Ernest 

Hives, Charles Vesey, B.A. Slater, Henry 

Hodgson, John Frederick Smith, Da’ 

Hoyle, Robert William Smith, Leonard William, B.A. 

Humphreys, Llewellyn Winter, B.A. Smith, Martin 

Ireland, Percy Edward, B.A. Square, Sydney Elliot 

Jackson, Guy Wilberforce Stansbury, 


James, Richard Redfern Lechmere reer 


James, Walter Robert 
Jefferies, Harry John 
Jones, Harold Mouat 
Kelly, Robert Stewart 


Kirby-Turner, Lloyd Caulfield, B.A. 
Knight, Sydney Joseph 


Law, Walter 


Lee, Henry Kenneth, B.A. 


Lee, Horace Walter 
Livesey, Arthur James 


Livesey, Walter Burrow 


Longmore, Phili — B.A. 


Lovatt, Alfred Freder 


Mcliquham, Harold 


McKenzie, Alexander Gordon, B.A. 


Maclure, Alan Francis 


Maling, Arthur Freville, B.A. 
Malthouse, Ernest Edward 


ore 
ne, 


Mander, James Curzon 
Marley, Hugh 

Marris, Charles Albert 
Marx, Emile Maurice 
Matthews, Harold 
Maughan, Cyril Collin, 
Menneer, Sydney Char! 
Merrett, Henry John 


Merriman, Frederick William 


Stow, Gordon W: 
Sutcliffe, John William 
Sword, Henry Cambronne 
Talbot, Herbert Percy 
Tatham, Arthur Trevor 
Taylor, Frank William 
Taylor, Percy James 
Thomas, John Evans 


‘ood, B.A. 


Merriman, Hugh Alexander, LL.B. Wel 
Middleton, Richard : 


Stephenson Wheatley, Robert Albert, B.A. 

Milliken, William D: Wightma: Benjamin fe 
u rummond tman, ur, B.A 
Milner, Mark Percival LB. ne Bey 
Mitchell, George Mathew Guy Wild, Alfred 
Montgomerie, tings Seton, B.A, W: William Alexander 
Morgan, Alun James Williams, Henry Percival 
Morrell, George Henry Wilson, William Roberts 
Morris, Percy William Wingent, Frank Stedman 
Winterbotham, Hubert Frederic 


Morton, John Adam 


Harold Charles 


Oasop, 
Mowll, William Rutley 
Moxey, Harold 








CALLS TO THE BAR, 


The following gentlemen wero called to the Bar on the 30th of June : 








Lancoun’s-nmy.—Oyril Atkinson 
London Sm ‘ —_ Glynne ( 
Trinity, , London 
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% Onrist's College, 
bridge; Al William Carl Emil Ganz, B.A., LL.B. 


fit 


g 
8 


Bombay Uni ; Arthur Ed 
Earle; William Jenkinson Abel, 
B.A., London University ; 7 Macdonald ; 
M.A., Calcutta Uni . B., Allahabad U ; 
Davey, assistant clerk, Offices; Jacob 
Garner Harris; Bernard Coleman, B.A., Royal University of 
Ireland ; Sheikh Mohammad Umar, B.A., of Punjab University 
Campbell Kirkman Finlay ; Sheikh Nasib ; Alexander Thomas 
; Robert Bethel ; Ernest Charles Watson ; sash 
aeegryreedteg Sem Wo Geek tops’ LLB nanity Cape of 
t - ” ’ 
Orme Gilmore. 
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LEGAL NEWS. 


Freperick 
Standring), 14, Bedford-row. June 24. The said 
continue to carry on the business under the same style as 
Harry Daane and Josarx Hanns, solicitors (Deane & Hands), Lough- 


June 30. 
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Lewis Warp and Artaur Grorce Carrutuers, solicitors (Toulmin, 
Ward, & Carruthers), Liverpool. The said Lewis Ward will in future 
carry on the said ess on his own account. (Gazette, July 2. 


ADMISSION. 


Mr. Cuantes W. V. Srewanzr, solicitor, of 40, Chancery-lane, London, 
has taken into partnership Mr. Stewart Detamarn AINcER, who was 
admitted in 1887. 





INFORMATION WANTED. 


. Epucunp Hatrewer.t.—£50 reward will be given either to any one 

me the Will of the late Mr. Edmund Hallewell, of Freshford, 
, or to th ving me such information as eventually 
to my finding such Will. The dates between which such Will is 
believed to have been made are November 7th, 1893 and May 28th, 1897. 
The above reward will remain open until the 31st instant.—Maynard S. 
Brodhurst, solicitor, Chesterfield. 


—_— 


GENERAL. 


5 


4 


: 


The Times says it is understood that Sir Edward Fry has accepted the 


| 


lp of the Royal Commission which is to inquire into the 

ame gn and practice and the methods of valuation followed by the 

Commision and the Civil Bill Courts in Ireland under the Irish Land 

Acts, and by the Land Commission and the Land Judges’ Court in carry- 
ing ou’ provisions of the Irish Land Purchase Acts. 


There now seems reason, says the Times, to hope that the Select Com- 
mittee on Money-Lending conclude its inquiry before the end of the 
present Session. The trend of opinion amongst influential members of 
the committee, based upon the evidence already taken, appears to be 

at reviving the old usury laws, which limited and defined the amount 
; thought that a more effective way of striking at 
existing abuees would be to give county court judges an equitable juris- 
diction in all money-lending cases. 


Judge Lumley Smith’s decision at the Westminster County Court on 
Wednesday, says the Giobe, is of considerable importance in defining the 
legal of domestic servants. Hitherto it has always been supposed 

engagement might be terminated by either y at the end of 

the first month, provided notice be given during that period. Judge 

Lumley Smith has, however, held that a full month’s notice is just as 

in the first month as at any other time. Leave has been given 

to appeal, and it is to be hoped that an authoritative decision upon what 
certainly been the custom will be obtained. 


On Tuesday, in the House of Commons, Mr. Walton asked the Attorney- 
i Ww oo ae attention ar been —_ = ” rn that there were 
our now engaged upon the work of the Queen’s Bench 
Division of the High Court, and that there was little prospect of this 
increased during the present circuits; and whether, having 
regard to the heavy list of cases awaiting hearing, he would promote some 
t Sar teneting of this business before the Long Vacation. 
-General said: I must remind my hon. and learned friend 
that I have no power to make the ent he desires. The question 
only eeeeent upon the paper to-day, but I will see that the attention of 
the Chancellor and the Lord Chief Justice is called to the matter. 
At the County of London sessions on Tuesday, says the Times, William 
Lever Maskell, a solicitor’s clerk, pleaded ‘‘ Guilty ’’ to an indictment 
for having removed a stamp from a certain material and applied it to 
another material. Mr. A. E. Gill, who appeared for the prosecution on 
behalf of the Treasury, said the prisoner was clerk to Mr. Hodgkinson. 
In the course of certain proceedings in the High Conrt he presented an 
affidavit for which had upon it an eighteenpenny and a shilling 
stamp. A clerk in the office noticed signs of obliteration upou the 1s. 
stamp and referred the matter to Master Archbold. The prisoner when 
said he had found the stamp in a cupboard, but afterwards 
confessed that he had taken it off an old affidavit. Mr. Grain addressed 
the Court on behalf of the prisoner, who, he said, belonged to a very re- 
spectable family, and had hitherto borne an excellent character. The 
prisoner was discharged on his entering into recognizances to come up for 
jadgment if called on. 


A San Francisco newspaper reports the following episode in court: 
** Now, your Honour,”’ argued the attorney in the court of Justice Brown, 
of Santa Rosa, ‘‘I move the dismissal of this case on the ground that a 
corpus delicti has not been established.’’ Judge Brown rubbed his chin in 
a way, fixed his gaze on the ceiling for a moment, and then, 

his throat, said: ‘‘ Of course it is an old principle of law that the 
must correspond with the alligator, and in this case I am of the 
that the corpus is all right, but I don’t know about the delicti.” 
** Your Honour, I want that to go into the record,” demanded the oppos- 
ing counsel. ‘I want the record to shew that your Honour said the 
corpus is all right, but you do not know about the delicti.” Judge Brown 
realized that he had blundered, and sat staring at the per | for a 
moment. Then, pulling himself together, he said: ‘ All right, let that 
go into the record ; but you fellows know well I was only joking when I 
said it, and that will go into the record too.” 
On Tueeday last the Master of the Rolls and Lady Esher entertained 
luncheon, at the Public Record Office, Chancery-lane, a distinguished 
of a and ation, to meet b sag Colonial ae Ministers. 
Before company were afforded portunity of inspec 
the historic documents in the museum of the Record ffice. me 
other objects of interest examined were the Domesday Book, and speci- 
mens of what are known as tallies of the Exchequer. There were also on 
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Waterloo, and a number of in’ the signatures of 
Mary Queen of Scots, George Washington, Cardinal Wolsey, —— 
Bonaparte, Ben Jonson, Sir Francis Drake, and Guy Fawkes. of 
the documents to attract most attention was the oe, proceedings on 
board his Majesty’s ship Victory, containing the follo entry: ‘‘ Partial 
firing continued until 4.30, when, a vic having been reported to the 
Rt. Hon. Lord Viscount Nelson, K.B., Commander-in-Chief, he then 
died of his wound.”’ 


At a meeting of the Council of the Bar of Ireland, held on the 30th of 
June, in the Library, Four Courts, Serjeant Jellet, Q.C., presiding, a 
statement was adopted unanimously in which it was urged, with reference 
to the intention to reduce the judicial staff in Ireland by the abolition of 
four judgeships, that business in the Irish courts is of an occasionally 
intermittent character. The time occupied by judicial work cannot 
be fairly computed by dwelling on the state of business at one period 
of the sittings and no account of its condition at another. Any 
attempt to transfer from judges duties now performed by them to 
registrars or other officials who have not the benefit of a like legal 
—_ and whose procee would be attended with no publicity, is 
doomed to failure. The b ess of the court of the land judge is at 
present completely co ted owing to the insufficiency of the existin, 
staff, and a second sales and an increased staff are urgently requi 
Notwithstanding this the F cag os land judge is liable to be called upon 
at any time to discharge duties of a land commissioner in the pro- 
vinces. The Court of Appeal must in future be closed during the months 
of March and July, two judges of that court being necessarily withdrawn 
to act as judges of assize. These are typical instances of what must 
result if the proposed reduction in the judicial staff is to take place. 


The applications for £1,250,000 Corporation of London £2 10s. per Cent. 
Debenture Stock amounted to £1,549,400, at prices varying from £103 to 
£101 (the minimum). Tenders at £101 will receive about fifty-four per 
cent. of the amount applied for, those above that price being allotted in 
full. The average price obtained for the stock is £101 3s 6d. 

Mr. Percy Helmore and Mr. George R. Helmore have retired from the 
firm of Kain, Brown, & Co., Law Accountants, and will practise in future 
under the firm or style of Helmore & Helmore, at 84, Chancery-lane. 











COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


Rota or Reaistraars 1s ATTENDANCE ON 





Date AprzaL Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
- No. 2. Norra. Streuina. 
Monday, Jul: Me. Pugh Mr. Pemberton Mr. Jackson 
fesslen Lavie Ward ry 
Pemberton Jackson 
i Ward Carrington 
Pug’ Pemberton Jackson 
ard Carrington 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Romer. Braye. 
Mr. Leach Mr. King 
Beal Farmer 
Leach i 
Beal Farmer 
Leach ing 
Beal Farmer 








Someruinc ror Norutnc.—I can’t help appreciating the very confident 
manner in which the proprietors of Dr. Tibbles’ Vi-Cocoa are advertising. 
So certain is the management that Vi-Cocoa is the best of good goods that 
they are putting down some thousands of pounds in advertising free 
samples of their product. So, if you want to see if Vi-Cocoa suits you, 
and is as good an article as it is claimed to be, all you have to do is to 
drop a post-card to the offices, 60, 61, and 62, Bunhill-row, London, E.C., 

in return, ‘‘ free, gratis, and all for nothing,’’ you will receive, per 
post, and in due course, a dainty little sample tin of Dr. Tibbles’ Vi-Cocoa, 
amply sufficient to make a couple of breakfast cups of this capital 
breakfast beverage. Oh! there is just one little thing I omitted to tell 
you, and that is, when writing, you must mention the name of the 
Noxicrrors’ Journal as a guarantee of good faith. Surely two big cups of 
Dr. Tibbles’ Vi-Cocoa are dirt cheap at the cost of a post-card; so take 
my advice and send in —[Apvr.] 

‘WARNING TO INTENDING Hovss Purcnasgrs AND LassrEs.—Before pur- 
chasing or renting a house, have the Sanitary Arrangements thoroughly 
Examined, Tested, and Reported Upon by an Expert from Messrs. Carter 
Bros., 65, Victoria-street, Westminster. Fee quoted on receipt of full 
particulars. (Established 21 years.)—{Apvr. ] 








THE PROPERTY MART. 
SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 
—Mesars. x Mart, .m., Freehold Residential Estate 
si! - = po Tibet drm & cublitte, Liverpool. (See advertise- 


ment, June 5, p. 4.) A 
.—Mr. Franx M. 0 at the Mart, at 2.30, Leasehold Properties at Hac! ' 
Fay icitor: Chazles T. ‘Whinney, Esq.. of London. (See advertisement, this 


p. 3.) ; . 
July 14.—Mesers. Cuartes & Tunps, at the Mart, Freehold Ground-Rents in the City, of 
"the value of nearly £700 per annum. Mesers. Fowler, Perks, & Co., 


London. (See ad this week, p. 3.) 
, July ya Ay H, E. Foster & Cganriexp, at the Mart, at 2 p.m. : 


July 10, 1897. q 


view the despatch from the Duke of Wellington describing the battle of 
teresting letters 
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REVERSIONG: | und value £1,608 in a Drax, Hawny, Shepherd’s Bush Aug 2 Douglas-Norman & Co, New court 
Toa moiety of a und value £1,504 in Corporation Colonial Stock ; | Deynau-Cooxes, Gzonox, Kensington July 31 Levett, Bucklersbury 

Morteage i cad Ga then es ee, Giock ond Dixox, E>wanp, Aston juxta Birmingham July 30 John Price, Birmingham 

To one-twelfth of a Trust Estate value £34,000; two ledi 1 and 68. Gaesxwe.t, Watrote Eyre, Marylebone July 26 Clarkson & Co, Lime st 


Solicitors, hem. Shepheards, London. 

To one-fourth of a Residuary Estate valued at £2,589 India Stock, Bunk, and 
Railway Shares; lady aged 77. Solicitor, Arthur Barham, + London. 

To one- third of £160 on avonen. also to one-seventh of 
valued at £1,000 ; ntleman aged 73, provided lady ; 
also one-eighth of c paid Properties in’ Suffolk on the of the same 
gentleman. Solicitors, Messrs. Mear & Fowler, 

To one-fourth of a Trust Fund value £36,000 in Indian Railway Aneaiy | lady 
aged 79; also to one-fourth of £10.930 in Consois, Railway St Mort 
gage ; gentleman aged 79 and lady aged 78. Solicitor, Albert Esq., 

ndon. 

To —— a ly aged = ey H. eg Sp a ee. 

To one-fitth of £2,400 cash and on aged 60 tleman aged 
58. Solicitors, Messrs. Bentwich, Wathis, Williams, & Co., Eondon. 

OLI 


CIES : 
For £3,500, £3,000, £2,000, £1,000, £1,000, £800, £700, £600, £500. Solicitors, 
Messrs. ’ Brooks, Jenkins, & Co, Albert Myers, , and Messrs. Kastwood, 
Wigan, & Champernowne, all'of London (see vertisements, this week, 


July 16.—Messrs. 'Nortox, Tast, & Grieert, at the Mart, at 2 p.m., Freehold Residential 
Properties at Carshalton, Surrey. Solicitors, Messrs. Budd, Johnson, & Jecks, 
London. Freehuld Tithe-free Farms on the River Thames, near Sone al Meme 
rentals of over £1,000 per annum. Solicitors, Messrs. Lake & Lake Messrs. 
Phelps, Sidgwick, « = le, all of Lenicn. (Bees otvertisnment, July 3, p. 3.) 


WINDING ‘UP NOTICES. 
London Garette.—Faipay, July 2. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
IMITED In CHANCERY. 

Avsrrat-Arrican AnD Generat Gotp Trust, Lumren—Creditors uired, on or 
before Aug 14, to send their names and addresses, and and Derticulare of their debts or 
claims, to to Mr Edward Bedford and Mr George Stanley Howell, 25, Bucklersbury 
Foss & Ledsam, Fenchurch st, solors to liquidators 

H. H. Monen & & Oo, Limitep—Creditors are required, on or before Ag 17, to send their 
names and ad , and particulars of their to Mr Cufaude 
Palmer, 8, Railway approach, London Bridge Brown, Bristol, solor to 


FRIENDLY SOCIETY DISSOLVED. 
Sie Isaac Newron Sick axp Burrat Socriery, 327, Scotland rd, Liverpool June 23 
Susrenpep ror Turex Monrus. 
Morcorr Frirxpty Society, White Horse Inn, Morcott, Rutland June 25 
London Gazette. —Tvuespay, Jaly 6. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIBS. 
Luoarep 1x Cuancery. 
Barrisn EcecrricaL ManuractuRine axnp Encinserine = Loarep (1x Liquipation)— 
Creditors are required, on or before Aug 18, to and — 
particulars of "their debts or claims, to Arthur Goddard, St Geonse’s House Eastchea| 
ConzucaTep Rim axp Ain Tyre Co, Linirep—Petn for presented Tuly 3, 
directed to be heard on July 14 King & Co, 11, Queen Victo: A. ny for 
Beliee of 4 pearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o'clock in the after- 
noon of July 13 
Sotway Hematite Iron Co, Liurrep—Creditors are required, on or before Jul At to 
their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or = to William 
Barclay Peat, 125, Ramsden sq, Barrow in Furness Blackburn & Main, solors for 


liquidators 
FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 
KyicuTon Frixnpiy Society, Cradock Arms Inn, Knighton June 30 
bs ap Benerit Society or INDEPENDENT. Oppretiows, Parish Room, Ventnor, 
I une 30 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Cram. 

London Gazette.—Fnuivay, June 18. 


AnoGe.., Ex1zasetu, Shepherd’s Bush July24 Boorne, Sackville st 
Battery, Tuomas, Southampton July20 Sharp & Co, Southampton 
Barssrices, Rev Joszru Henry, Finstall, Woreester July 20 Scott, Bromsgrove 


Bartiett, Asranam Dee, Superintendent of Zoological Society’s Gardens, Regent’s pk 
July16 Levy, Arundel st 
Bantiett, EvizapeTH Mary, Greenwich July 31 Pidcock, Woolwich 


Buake, Henry Jupp, Peterborough July 24 Wills & Watts, Carter lane, Doctors’ 
Commons 
Bowen, Exizaneru, Ingagestone, Essex Aug? Ward & Co, King st, Cheapside 


Barrrary, Coantes James, Margate July 12 Fishers, Essex st, Strand 

Brornertox, Witi1aM, Leeds, Seedsman July 31 Whitaker, Leeds 

Burier, Taomas, Handsworth, Stafford July 12 Price, Birmingham 

Caseiia, Louis Pascuat, Highgate July 15 Lee & Pembertons, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Cups, Many, Malvern Link, Worcester July 15 Marcy & Co, Bewdley 

Corz, Epwarp, Nottingham, Lace Manufacturer July 81 Ashwell & Tutin, Nottingham 
Convett, Evizanera, Lewisham July 10 Hogan & Hughes, Martin’s lane§ 

Corron, James Surrn, Southport July 19 Potts, Liverpool 

Cros.anp, Frepericx, Huddersfield July 14 Mills & Co, Huddersfield 


Jackson, James, Yardley, Worcester, Farmer July 1 Sydney Mitchell & Willmot, 


Jouxsox, Henny, Kendal, Cattle Dealer July 31 Milne, Kendal 
Joxzs, Cuances Titsuey Lioyp, South Kensington July 19 Clarke & Calkin, John st, 


LamBanpe, eases. Sevenoaks July 31 Knocker & Co, Sevenoaks 

Luypy, Jouy, Swansea, Hawker July 30 Davies & Ingram, Swansea 

Moss, Samvz., Birmingham July 15 Robinson & Son, Birmingham 

Nicotxs, James Anruun, Chariwood st July 20 Meakin, St Andrew's hill, Doctors’ 
Nourtixe, Wiii1am Tuomas, Leyton Augl0 Forbes & Son, Bow 

Pearson, Col Hucu Pearce, CB, Southsea July20 Sharp & Co, Southampton 

Pirgn, Isnazt Witi1am, Margate July 19 Pettitt, King’s Arms yard 

Prrcsrorrs, Joux, Elland, York July 21 Garsed, Elland 

Rovutn, Rawpo.rs, Ealing July 19 Leman & Co, Lincoln's inn fields 

Scaturr, Jounx Parr, Clapham July18 Scatliff & Gray, Lancaster pl, Strand 
Sxipmorsz, Henry Parkes, Harbertonford, Devon Augi0 Sanders & Co, Birmingham 
Spencer, Joseru, Handsworth July 26 Lane & Co, Birmingham 

Srrearsr, Joun, Peckham July 16 Buss, Tunbridge Wells 

Tay.or, Hewzy Beaumont, Huddersfield July 14 Mills & Co, Huddersfield 

Van a, Coolgardie, Western Australia, Mining Agent July 31 Flux & 


st 
Voxrs, Wittiam, Hove, Sussex July 15° J'K Nye & Treacher, Brighton 
Warr, Mania, Liverpool Sept10 Whitaker, Lancaster pl 
Wap, Samuver, and Naxcy Warp, Walthamstow July 30 Houghton & Son, New 


Warts, 4 Dowlais, Glam, Butcher Augi Jones & Beddoe, Merthyr Tydfil 
Wurrttxe, Wi1114m, Melbourne, Victoria Nov 1 Adeney, John st, Bedford row 
Wrwwiart, Jaues Joux, Kearsney, Kent July 16 Clarkson & Toovey, Gt Tower st 
Yeoman, Wiu1am, Stroud Green July12 Dade & Co, Copthall avnue 

London Gaszette.—Turspay, June 22. 
Apams, Rozert, Leytonstone July 31 Adams, Mapperley, New Wanstead 
Barssy, Witu1am, Upper Holloway July 24 Ford, Gt James st, Bedford row 
Bennett, Cuanies, Merton, Surrey July13 Ward & Co, Gracechurch st 
Bovey, Wi11aM Francis, Bexhill, Sussex Aug 25 Foster & Co, Queen st place 
Butery, Joun, Kensington July 24 Burchall & Co, The Sanctuary 
Canvy, Mazcargt, Gt Cumberland pl, Hyde Pk Sept1 Bircham & Co, Parliament st 
Carriey, Hewny Garris, Hyde Park gate July 31 Williams & James, Norfok House, 


Coomer, Ricnarp, Fulham July 31 Gellatly & Warton, Lombard ct 

Datston, James, Barnard Castle, Durham, Butcher July 17 Heslop, Barnard Castle 
Daviss, Rev Evay, Corwen, Merioneth Augi Browne, Carmarthen 

D’Oyvty, Jouxn Watrorz, Brighton, Lieut-General Aug 31 Lawrence Graham & Co 


Dussen, Eowanp, Brighton July 17 Hopgoods & Dowson, Whitehall pl 

Ecornctox, Josgpa Suytue, Duffield, Derby July 27 Duggan, Bedford row 

Frayer, Joux, Leeds July 22 Dyson, Leeds 

Grartox, Joux, Brighton Aug 31 Harrison & Powell, Raymond bldgs 

Garritx, Joux Rosert, Lianfrothen, Merioneth Augi12 Breese & Co, Portmadoc 
Haprre.p, Jess, Almondbury July20 Kidd & Bentley, Holmfirth 

Hagpwicx eaten ae, Cheleworth Hall, Suffolk July 31 Upperton & Bacon, 
Hext, Heyny, Bristol, Beer Retailer July 30 Wansbrough & Co, Bristol 

Hoss, Axx, Beckenham, Kent July 17 Robins & Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Jzxxixs, Joux, Treberth, Pembroke July1 Stokes, Tenby 

Lanes, Witt1am James Monracus, South Kensington July 12 Kidson & Co, 
Leown, Seemas, Bettas Beryl, se OG, my. Gan. aay: : tap &-Oe 
Moruenrsiut, Curistoruer, Manchester Aug 6 Addleshaw & Co, Manchester 

Parren, Joux Bartist, Highbury New Park July 22 Davis, New Broad st 

Poox, Wii11am Jonny, Islington Aug 1 Anning & Co, Cheapside 

Sroppart, Samcz., Sunderland July 30 Storey, Sunderland 

Tanrisip, Cuantorrs, Methley, York Aug3 Lumb, Leeds 

Wane, Tuomas, Brixton Augi Prebble & Hall, Charterhouse st 

Witxrxsor, Jon, Liverpool July 20 Read, Liverpool 

Wirnrincrox, Gzorner Ricuasp, Taunton, Somerset Aug3 Easton & Channer, Taunton 
Woon, Axx Extex, Leeds Augi2 Middleton & Sons, Leeds 

Wraae, Jon, Leeds July 24 Stott, Leeds 











Electrical Narsanis. 5 Glam Aberdare Pet 
BANKRUPTCY NOTICES, —_—_ Catyzsnan,, Tamas, Loum, Nottingham Metric | Oo eS Ode 7 
London Gasette.—Frivay, July 2. Carrer, Georor, Great , Builder Great Grimsby | Evan, J Manchester Manchester Pet 
RECEIVING ORDERS. Pet June 29 Ord June June 1 Ord June 30 


Anpersox, Epmuxnp Buxxer, Sunderland, Boot Dealer | Cuenrerr, Francis, Healy 
Sunderland Pet June 18 Ord June 30. Pet June 30 Ord June 
5 Joux, jun, 


borough, Hairdresser Peter- Cuvncr, Abnanas, Rotherhithe, Tailor High Court Pet Gez1, Antuvn Guosce, Bardney, Lines, 


Mon, Farmer Newport, Mon Fiswaen, Joux, Stockton on Beerhouse Keeper 
on 


Baree, Bowie Gaulhald, Wake’ Grocer Walsall | Coun Mosun Janes, ent Onazens Pounce, Walwestt, Cob | Gonnen Mt buseeaen tai Gelitiees 
AkER, Epwiy, LE, Epwix RLES Aldershot, Captain 
arte Tune 90 Ord June 30 ee a soltigh Court Pet June 30 Ord June so | Coes BH. Ml oe Types 
Tz, Faep q Chesterfieh , Coachbuilder x. Wi Farmer Birming- 
eld Pet June 2 Ord June 33 ham “Pot Tune 14. Ord June 38 ats iy -— a ee 
Bane, 0%, 3 lane HighCourt PetJune 2 | Davies, Davin, Carmarthen Pet June 28 Ord June %8 
une 


J 28 
Brimsox, Ayyre Exizanern, Nottingham, Milliner Not- Dave, Reamer tiem ie Hieugt, Sendetend, Builder Sunderland aon & a Raw rd, Cheesemonger High 


Pet Juneié Ord June 29 Pet June 29 
Bnooxe, Tuomas Nopsx, Doncaster, Chemist Sheffield | Denxz, Aturzp 
Pet June 28 Ord June 28 Pet May 25 Ord June 29 


ton 
Buiiover, James Epwix a Bolton, Auctioneer | Dzswixetox, Witt14m, Fetter lane High Court Pet May | Jowzs, 
Bolton June 29 Pet 


Pet June2s Ord June 7% Ord 





» Woolwich, Kent (Greenwich 
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Tuomas Bank 
“Testes Patents Ordvenes. — 
Lywx, Taouas Ricnarp, Shoreditch, Publican High Court 

La lag By ed a, Fs 
Agent High Court Pet Konig Ord Jun’ 
Paos, Faevenicx, Birmingham Birminghesm “Pet June 


90 Ord June 30 
Pexsixerox, Tuomas, Burton Leonard, a Farmer 


Srernaxsoy, Witriam Sance, Hull, Tool- 
Kingston upon H Pet June 28 Ord 


Srrarrox, Jaane, Catford, Brush Manufacturer High 
Court’ Pet June 28 Ord June 28 
as - yy ~ br Fy nr Sheffield Huddersfield 


Pet J: 
—s, Baker Warrington Pet 


Writs J eween Hounslow, Baker Brentford Pet June 
une 
Ware Wi petensten, Tailor Northampton 
Pet June 29 Ord June 


Warrmssy, J Tans, "Haidertld, Clothier Huddersfield 
Vay pomecnnee, Figs ye Plumber Plymouth Pet 
Wirkowery, Jouve, M | High Court Pet June 
bois ~~; uetunmammaand Dewsbury Pet June 2 Ord 


ot A for that pamiget in the 
London Gazette of June 


Jones, Benes Eavzst Canrsr, Forest Hill, Kent, Corn Merchant 
Pet June9 Ord June 9 


‘ Aanendet neti ett fo ht pub in the 
London Gazette 


Gazette of June 22 
Craax, Wii14m, East Dairyman Barnet Pet 
June8 Ord June 16 
FIRST MEETINGS. 


Ators, Frevericx Mvrrox, Bridport, Dorset, Printer 
July 9 at 11.30 Off Rec, Salisbury 


Baxrszr, CH, lane July 9 at 12 Bankruptcy 

Brut, Jauxs, Oldham, Painter July 9 at 11 Off Ree, 
Bank chmbrs, Queen st, Oldham 

Bexsauim, Isaac, GtGrimsby July 9 at 11.30 Off Rec, 
15, Osborne Gt 

Bizisy, Roserr, ley, York, Saddler July 9 at 11 
of House lane, Hull 


Trinity 
ee Jauns, Northampton, Baker July 10 
pton 


12.30 court bidgs, Sheep et, Northam 
on, James Epwry, Daubhill, Bolton, Auctioneer 


July 9 at 316, Wood 
‘Asean Botherhithe, 1 Tailor July 9 at 11 


Carey 
Craex, Wii East Finchley, Dairyman July 9 at 3 
96, pe cm Temple avue Actes 
erminster, Commercial Traveller 
Tuly 9 at 245 "H G Ivens, Bolicitor, High st, Kidder- 


Berge a tos Draper July 9 at 12.30 Off Rec, 1 
eg = 


ry d fg ere Hereford, Farmer 
Tely tbat Isat 10> 2, Offa st, Hereford 
G. Joux, gaan July 9 at 
Gar, Josnrn, ae July 13 at 3 
Rec, 42, St ot tens 
Arrsur Grore umber July 13 
12,30 Off theo, Linois 


Gaanogn, Hewny Tuomas, Streatham July 9 at 11.30 24, 
London 
Grocer July 10 at 3 


Haypex, Wii Eastbourne, Saddler July 9 at 
Cin tten,iediat.intom 
James Brornens, Mage ee Builders July 9 at 2.30 


Jam Bexsants Dav Davin, West Gorleston, Norfolk July 10 
pe , &. oct Lika "Fe July 9 at 12.30 Ship 


Vale, Glam, Butcher July 9 at 
Tidfil 


Wood lass 
oe a9 On lee on Green, G 222 


Tuomas B , New Eltham, ursery- 

mas July Gat 12.90 24, Railway app. Lonrion bridge 

Rut, Guonoe Hira X Church wal, idimn 
Ownzx, Bootle, Lancs, Warehouse Keeper July 

14at12 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Li 

Hee, 34, Hallway spp. London Ds July 9 at 3.30 Off 
alsall, uly 9 at 3 

Wi & Wood's Ottices, Bri 

ere 2 Oniees dge ot) Walenit 


fut 


ear 


9atll Off Rec, 15, Osborne st, Grimaby 
We iseutn bake trie ote 


i, Pais’ bik Mountain et tae 
3 lan a, July 14 at 11 


ey, 
Bolton, Master Painter July 9 at 11.30 


Leeds. 
os, $i, Dat ope, Lente 
Wa Ricuanp Savuxvens, Heanor, Derby July 9 at 
uW Ree, 40, 8t 
wee Bea be, mae ty 
at Of 5s, st, Taunton 


i 
D 
Z 


we Pas, Bridport, Dorset July 9 at 1 Of 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
Asrittie, Jouy, m, jam, un, Peterborough, Meistocmer Peter- 
June 30 Ord June 
Baker, Epwix, 7. ‘alsall, dl Walsall Pet 
duane 30 Ord June 


Bares, Freperick, Chesterfield, ety Coachbuilder 
Chesterfield Pet June 28 Ord June 

Baewer, Wri.1ax Jouw. Pimlico, Mogae High Court 
Pet May 28 Ord June 29 

Brooke, Tomas ogee gn, Chemist Sheffield 
Pet June28 Ord June 28 

Buttoven, James Eowx, =p... Bolton, Auctioneer 

° Bolton Pet June os «Notting * 

——_ Taomas = ago Hostels Engi- 
Nottingham Pet Ord June 


Canren, — —— Grimsby, “Builder Gt Grineby Pet 

Cuzraett, Francis, Henllys, =. Farmer Newport, 
Mon Pet June 30 LE sg 

Crank, Witi1am, East Finchl 3 Barnet Pet 
Junel Ord June 24 

Davies, Davip, Lianellvy, Rollerman Carmarthen Pet 
June 28 Ord June 28 

Drx, a Corky Aberdare Aberdare Pet June 


June 29 
FPrewker. Joun, tien 
Stockton 


Ganpwer, Gronce Jon, a. ee Salesman Brent- 
ford Pet June5 Ord 
Get, ArTtuur Grorcr, Besteny, 5 Plumber Lincoln 
Pet June 28 Ord June 29 
Hay ip ROFT, THOMAS o aaaee, Oxford, Grocer Oxford. Pet 
une 4 
ayes, Wrusam, Ba Hastbourne Saddler Eastbourne Pet 


Hort, Rosrrt Groner, Miewe rd, Cheesemonger High 
Court Pet June 29 Ord June 29 
Hyatt, Avexanper, Tettenhall Wood, nr Wolverhampton 
Wolverhampton Pet June 29 Ord June 29 
Joxrs, Faepeaicx Coates, Walsall, Bootmaker Walsall 
Pet June 30 Ord June 30 
Lawrence, Aurrep, Bloxwich, Staffs, Grocer Walsall 
Pet June 18 Ord June 28 
Paor, ns Wasanges. ° Birmingham Birmingham Pet June 
une 30 
aa. 1s, Davip, Cardigan, Licensed Victualler Carmar- 
P ag A a a Sterth Ori June 35 Merthyr Tydfil 
nick, ALBERT, ° 
one neH Ooh erp Lered 
RERTS, OwEN, ouse 
Pet May 25 Ord June 30 a ee 
Srixsrows, Bersaurx, Wolverhampton, Depatine Wol- 
Lg Pet June 26 Ord June 
Sxivwer, Wiittam Reecuer, and jomy Eayvest Sxin- 
wer, Grorce Hewry Sxinwer. and Arruur Srpwey 
Sxiwxer. Borough High st, Hardware High 
8 J a Wee K Nao High Court Pet 
MITH, JAMES OLIVER, 
. May 18 oo tong Ball, 
TEPHENSON, muitam Sarce, Kingston 
Toolemith Kingston upon’ Hull Pet June 28 Ord 


Pet June 28 Ord June 28 

Sraivcer, THorwroy, pany gf nur Shetticla Huddersfield 
Pet June 30 une 30 

Taytor, Tuomas, Wickens, Baker Warrington Pet 
June 29 Ord June 29 

Taomassov, James, Bolton, Master Painter Bolton Pet 
June 29 Ord June 29 

Wenses. Tsomas, Wellington, Somerset, Baker Taunton 
Pet Jnne17 Ord June 28 

was Prainy ar on, Tailor Northampton 


29 

Wise, Faepeaic, Pi Plumber Pi th Pet 
June 29 Ord June — ve 

Waroz, Davin, i A York Dewsbury Pet June 
28 Ord June 


2 
Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
London of June 15: 
Joxzs, Eaxest Canter, Forest Hill, Kent, Corn Merchant 
Greenwich Pet June9 Ord June 9 
London Gasttte.—Turspay, July 6. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Apiixotoy, Joseru Meraat. Tunstall, Staffs, Schoolmaster 
* 7 ham Grandpa, B una 
XTELL, LHOMAS, JUD, rand: uilder 
Pet July 2 Ord Jul ey 
eg — y te Be Bushey St Albans Pet April 


Baker, Tuomas Auraxo, Bournemouth, Builder Poole 
Pet July2 Ord July 2 

Boverutzr, Hewry, Clerk St Albans Pet 
July 2° Ord July 2 

oe High Court Pet 

y 

Daven’ Epwarp 2 ro Liverpool, Grocer Liverpool Pet 
Jaly 1 Ord July 

Dee Lose, Wins, Butcher Wigan Pet July 1 Ord 

yi 
Dawes. Wasa, Pg wy Collector of Taxes Tun- 
Wells Pet Jul On are} 

Dawson, Wii.1am, West Norfolk, Dealer Nor- 
wich Pet July3 Ord July3 

Prearscey, wrk West Bowling, Bradford Bradford 
Pet Jul +h Ord July 2 

srg = Baker Wandsworth Pet June 


Gipwey, Waren, Gayp' 
masters Pet July 2 "Ord. we 5 
Pi Court 
———, s 





Ga seomn Vantaa fapent, Cipanl,, Mater Gloucester 

Pet July1 Ord Jul 

ams, Betiten, So 

Hampson, Cuar.es Dorney, nr Windsor 

Pet June 17 Ord ra July nn ' 

‘Bp Pet July 3 IJ 

wean lien Agruvur t Sy “ord sort aug 

July 1 Ord July 1 


June 28 i 
Srratrox, James, Catford, Kent, Brush Manufacturer 
High Court 





Hoos, Joux, Torquay, General Dealer Exeter ws 


July 1 Ord J 
Hors, Hesvor, Stockton-on-Tees Pet July@ 
Ord Jul: 


2 
Jacksow. Davin Wigton, Cumberland, Farmer Carlisle 
Pet July3 Ord 


My, 
cow onee> James, Heath, Sussex, Suilder 
ton 


Pet July 2 aay ® 
Law, Oztas, Doncaster Pet June 19 Ord 


LyTueor, ye * Earlstown. Ay Innkeeper War. 
et Jaly1 Ord July 1 
Maiwene, Bn Guildford Swansea Pet July 2 Ord 


Jul 
M napowrs Jesanme Meslacing, Baker Northampton Pet 
y3 y3 
Menzizs, Gronct, Q Guees, Durham, Farmer 
Durham Pet J ne Gad Fe 
Neare, Haroup Seacrave, 3M a. Mercantile 
Clerk High Court Ord Jal 


Pet Jul July 2 
Paice, Groxcr Henry, Strand, catist 
July 3 J 
Ricuagpsoy, CHARLES, le Spring, Baten, Con- 
Durham uly ee, Ord July 
Sotomon, Meyun, canthamatos Pet Jane 
18 Ord July 2 


Sranpixc, Henseat, Setaag, Comedian Wandsworth 
Pet April8 Ord July 1 
TameLratt, Ans, Blackpool Preston Pet July 2 Ord 
2 


user, Witiiau paers, Leeds, Butcher Leeds Pet 
July 1 Jaly 1 

Vavasoun, Wittiam Eowarp Josern, Tadcaster, Yorks, 
Baronet High Court Pet Jaly2 Ord July? 

Warp, Tuomas. Willevhall, Stafford, Galvanizer Wolver- 
hampton PetJuly1 Ord July 1 

—— eee | w, Devon, Farmer Exeter Pet 

uly 1 

Wents, Dopuey, Ly > sr yard, Esquire High Court 
Pet June9 Ord July 1 

Wi.uiams, Joux, Nantwich, Beerhouse Keeper Nantwich 
Pet June 30 Ord July1 ; " 

‘Wangeeme, § Wiutam Heney, Cardiff, Butcher Cardiff Pet 
June June 30 


Wius, owano, jan, Durbam, Fruiterer Durham Pet 
July 3 Ord July 3 
Wugos, Tuomas am, Teignmouth, Plumber Exeter 


y2 OrdJuly2 
Woopsousz, Tomas Epwarp, Data Rutland 
Leicester Pet Jun 


June 30 

Wootrorp, James, Commercial rd, Mineral Agent High 
Court Pet June 3 Ord July1 
ORDER RESCINDING ewe ORDER. 

Maxwe.t, W = st High Court Ord May5 


June 


FIRST MEETINGS. 

Astros, Wit.1am, Handsworth, Surgeon July 14 at11 23, 
Colmore row, J 

Bares, Frepenick, Chesterfield, Coachbuilder July 16 at 

Knightoncombe, Devon, Farmer July 13 at 

11 10, Athenzoum ter, Pl th et: 

Barmsor, Axwiz EvizaBera, . Milliner July 
1satiz2 Of Bec, St Peter's urch walk, Notting- 

Brown, Sivwey Epwasp, Torquay July 16 at10.30 Of 
Rec, 13, Bedford cereus, Exeter _ 

Butszn, Taomas, ey Ae Yorks, Joiner July 13 at 10.15 
of Regent st, 


Catienper, Tuomas Lovis, ng TR Electrical Ea- 
—., July 13 at 11 Off Rec, St Peter’s Church 


walk, Ni 

Cuark, Janes zvgy, Bethnal p nae , Gerengeeaty July 
15ati11 Bankruptcy bidgs, ag Os 

Coxs, ae James, and Cuantes Furmacr, Walworth, 
all, Proprietors July 13 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, 

st 

D'Arcy, Jupez, H M8 Dido, Chatham July 19 at 11.30 
115, Rochester 

Davies, Davin, Lianelly July 13 at 11.30 Off Ree, 4, 
Queen 

Dezxuinetox, Wii.1aM, Fetter lane July 13at11 Bank- 


st 
Dawsox, Lone, Butcher July 13 at 10.45 Court 


19 at 11.30 "Off Ree, 30, Mosley Newcastle Tye 
Exper, Tuomas Epw. Henley on Thames July 14 at 
12.30 Bankru; 7 blage, 
U 


Carey st 
Gower, Ezasuus ag lane July 18 
= . 
ag het juxta ham, Bootmaker 
"July 18at 11 En hamay png Birmingham 
Hoarz, Anruun Wage, iene, @ Grocer July 15 at 3 Off 
Pavilion 
Hopes, Joun, 


LL July 16 at 10.30 
13, Gadcieen Exeter 
Horxi og Swansea, Timber pant July 18 at 
12 1, Alexandra rd, Swan 
Hows, Wi14 oy James, James st, t, Oxford st, Boot 
Salesman July 13 at 12 Bankruptcy buildings, 
nce, Holloway rd, Cheesemonger July 


paerthye Byte July 13 at2 66, High 





Pui July 14.06 
tan Teac eget blican July 
4-1 peace Pye 
ore iians Se ree, Lonteet 
pasta septa te 

pene Beaten Li 


Keeper Fe Batti 











tile 


wich 


Pet 


eter 
and 


ligh 


ay 5 


6 at 
3 at 


July 
ing- 


0.15 


Ea- 
urch 


July 
rth, 
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Puusirs, Davip, , Licensed Victualler July 13 

nt3.30 Off Rec, 4, ueen st, Carmarthen 

PoxTixe, ry Marlborough, Wilts, Painter July 14 
at 10.15 Off Ree, 46, Cricklade st, Swindon 

BEvEXOAXS, Purr, A — Builder July 14 at 12 
65, High st, Merthyr Tydfil 

SHEARER, Groner, South th Woodford, Essex, Draper July 
15 at 12 Bankruptey bidgs, Carey st 

Srepaexsos, WILLIAM Sancr, Kingston upon Hull, Tool- 
smith July 13 at 11 Off Rec, Trimty House lane, 


Th lt James, Catford, Brush os aaa July 14 
at 2.30 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey 
Sraincex, THORNTON, Wortley, nr Sheflield July 14 at 11 
Off Rec, 19, John William st, Huddersfield 
sox, Harnett, Wednesbury, Staffs, Builder July 14 at 
11.30 Off Rec, Walsall 
Tnomreon, : Jouy, Scales, Lancs, Butcher July 13 at 11.30 
16, Cornwallis st, Barrow in Furness 
Pg qt arp, Bow, Devon, Farmer July 16 at 10.30 
off Rec, 13, Bedford circus, Exeter 
Witsox, Tuomas Cuances, Teignmouth, pone July 16 
at 10.20 Off Rec, 13, Bedford row, Exete 
Wiser, Hexseat Stancey, Hastings, Timber 3 patent 
July 13at 2.30 Young & Son, Bank bldgs, Hi tings 
Woopnover, Tuomas Enwaxp, Whitwell, futland uly 
13at12 Off Kec, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 
ADJUDICATIONS. 
Aypgnsox, Epuuxp Bunxer, Sunderiand, Boot dealer Sun- 
derland Pet June1é Ord July 2 
Bev a, Georos Cuitps, Cardiff, Grocer Cardiff Pet June 
‘urd June 30 
Bou Se aizn, Henny, Hillingdon, Clerk St Albans Pet 
June 30 Ord July 2 
Brows, Sipsey Epwarp, Torquay Exeter Pet April 14 
Ord July 1 
CuIpLey, Epwarp Francis Bromiry., Newport, Salop, 
Grocer Stafford Pet June 17 Ord June 30 
Cuanx, James Hevny, Bethnal Green High Court Pet 
July1 Ord July 2 
Cox, Wauttam, Solihull, Warwicks, Farmer 
Pet June 14 Ord Ju ly 2 
Davis, Ropert Henry, Sunderland, Builder 
Pet June 29 Ord July 
Dawes, WALTER, Torbuldye, Kent, Collector of Taxes 
Tunbridge Wells Pet July1 Ord. ey & 
Dawsos, _—~ Wigan, Butcher Wigan PetJuly1 Ord 
July 


Dawsoy, Ww LtaM, West pom, Norfolk, Dealer Nor- 
wich Pet July 8 Ord July 

Feanxiry, Bessamin, West Bowling, Bradford Bradford 
Pet July 2 Ord July 2 

Gaupyer, Frepericx ALBERT, “aged Glos, Hatter Glou- 
cester PetJuly1 Ord Jul 7 

Hetuiweit, Joun Tuomas, Heaton Moor, Lancs, Meat 
Salesman Stockport Fet July3 Ord July 3 

Hover, Jony, Torquay, General Dealer Exeter Pet July 
1 Ord July 1 

Horx, Hestor, Darlington Stockton on Tees Pet July 2 
Ord July 2 

Jacxeox, Davipv, Wigton, Cumbrid, Farmer Carlisle Pet 
July3 Ord July 3 

Laxscorr, Water W. ny oa pavement High Court 
Pet April 24 Ord June 30 

Lyrucor, Ricnarp, Earlestown, - = ae Innkeeper 
Warrington Pet July1 Ord July 1 

Mezavows, Joszrn, Kettering, Baker Northampton Pet 

Pet June 16 Ord 


Birmingham 
Sunderland 


July3 Ord July 3 
Passer, BaRau Buwerrt, Bath Bath 


y2 
Pewaat, Cant ADALBERT, Liverpool, Provision Merchant 
Liverpool Pet May 27 Ord July 3 
Paice, Georcs Hewry, Strand, Dentist High Court Pet 
July 3 Ord July 3 
Ricuarpsoy, CHaRns, eg ry le Serine. Sates Con- 


tractor ‘Durham Pet s—r3 Ord J 
Roorns, Fayvy, Fruiturer Ta A Pet May 
29 Ord June 30 


Sreap, Wi..1am, Oldham, Bookseller Oldham Pet June 
8 Ord June 28 

oe Axx, Blackpool Preston Pet July 2 Ord 
ul 

jac Wiss ure, Leeds, Butcher Leeds Pet 
July1 Ord July1 

Vavasour, WILLIAM Epwarp Joszru, Tadcaster, Yorks, 

net h Court PetJuly 2 Ord July 2 

Warp, Tuomas, Willenhall, =< "= Galvanizer Wolver- 
hampton Pet June 30 ord J uly 2 

Warxins, Epwarp, Bow, Devon, Farmer Exeter Pet 
June 28 Ord July 1 

Wiiusams, Davin, Cardiff, Builder Cardiff Pet May 28 
Ord June 29 

Wuuaus, Jony, ood dale i Beerhouse Keeper Nantwich 
Pet June 30 Ord Jul: 

Wiis, Wuene toe, Cardiff, Butcher Cardiff Pet 
June 29 Ord June 30 

Wius, Epwarp, jun, ane, Fruiterer Durham Pet 
July2 Ord July 3 

Wiis, Joux Pair, Furneaux Reihem, Hertford Dor- 
chester Pet June4 Ord July 

Wisox, Tuomas Cuarues, Teignmouth, Plumber Exeter 
Pet July 2 Ord July 2 

Wisser, Hensert Stanter, Hastings, Timber Merchant 
Hastings Pet June12 Ord June 29 

Wray, pes Jackson, Blackpool Preston Pet May 
14 OrdJuly 1 


ae oAnenrs obaiae’ ed by by. authority) and and 
pasta LANE, FLEET 





— 117, NTE, Ab 


see GREEN, Advertisement 
to direct Pe. attention of the 
to thee vis the coaial of hi 
fer od erehy sa wT. of all pro forma notices, 
by solicits their continued support.—N.B. 
Ferme, Gratis, for on Notices to Creditors and Dis- 
solutions o; with necessary Declaratien. 
Odisial shemge toe tient and file of “London 
Gazette” kept, By appointment, 






‘ iS IN THE 


a" CAN BE TESTED FREE 


THEREFORE WRITE TO US 
ah ng fom yh ER... Postcard xo 90) os which will be sent 


Dr. Tibbles’ Vi-Cocoa, 6d., 9d., aire sad fer Seectons, icesllion deal 
Address: Dr. TIBBLES’ YI- SEEM, FA. Ch OS Ree eee 


SOOO OOOO DOO 











name this J 





PROBATE VALUATIONS 
JEWELS AND SILVER PLATE, &. 





lished 1772. 


SPINK & SON, Gotpsmrrus anp Stiveremrrus, 17 awn.18, Procapmix, W., and at 1 anp 2, 
GeacucHURCH-sTRznt, Connurit, Lonpon, E.C., beg 
appraise the above for the Luca Prorsssion or purcHass the sams for cash if desired. Estab- 


respectfully to announce that ACCURATELY 


___Tndew tha patronace of H.M, The Queen and H.8.H. Prince Lowis Battenbera, K.O.B. 





AW.—Gentleman, xnadmitted, whose 
principal has given up London practice, ‘able to 74 
ponte ith oy ciieivor Sr aee, Box Pr 
arra with coun 8 or one — 
care of * ‘Solicitors’ Tor urnal” Office, 27, manne 


resident 
<n tite at baabeaceees competent cy tention ce 
pn Ning meresgat Pe onthe Dex 6 W E. nith 
& Son, 186, Strand, London. aa 
WANTED, by admitted Solicitor, Clerk- 
with London or : nee firm ; served articles 


uent general experience. 














with Lestieh tien 3 years’ sul 
—8.C., Solicitors’ J Journal” 


SOLICITORS and | INVESTORS. — 

eile ad Ma ee beer ree Ww Value 
S ortgage Securities.—. y, Wess, juer, 

N Oxford B.A. eee who has recently 

the Solicitors’ Final p, od, City —— 

Address, 





Cierkship; three 

| pee J a _ 7 = conveyancing me 
LeRIcus, The Solici w Stationery Society, Léd., 

Bedford-row, London, W.C. ‘ 


(attraL SUITES of OFFICES (one to 
pa 5 Tatlin) close to yg by newly- 
Appr y to yoo a ap & Bep 6, yo de Bed- 


Eldon-buildings, 
16 38 and 1, * indomemet RO. (2nd door from Blom- 


BSTRACTIN G, Title 
Ase ey a by Court 
and Ousaty’ Court ae 

eh hp. EW pay to > London fiom 
£120.—Address Lason, “ Solicitors’ J. I Otioe 37, %, 
Chancery-lane, W.0. 





[ABXPENSIVE SCHOOL for Sons of 
Gentlemen.—Over 560 have —y | been educated ; 


Masta Guineas ee annum ; arden, Graduate 
Collage ment Winden, ” 





LONSDALE PRINTING WORKS, 


LONSDALE BUILDINGS, 27, CHANCERY LANE. 


ALEXANDER & SHEPHEARD, 
PRINTERS and PUBLISHERS. 
BOOKS, PAMPHLETS, MAGAZINES, 
NEWSPAPERS & PERIODICALS. 





And all General and Commercial Work, 





Every description of Printing—large or small, 





ESTABLISHED 1851. 


BIRKBECK BANE 


Southampton-buildings, Chancery-lane, London, W.C. 


INVESTED FUNDS « «= - £8,000,000. 


Number ef Accounts, 75,061. 
TWO-AND-A-HALF per CENT. INTEREST allowed 
on DEPOSITS, repayable on demand. 
CENT. CURRENT ACCOUNTS, the 
Bb BT Big yt, ~ Ryd 


STOCKS, SHARES, and ANNUITIES purchased and 
sold for customers. 


Fanall Deposits secsived, endl Saieuest-alfowel menttilp 
each completed £1. " 


poate, BIRKBECK ALMANACK, with full particularr, 
Telephone No. 65005. 
Telegraphic Address: “ BIRKBECK, LONDON.” 
FRANCIS RAVENSCROFT, Manager. 


BRAND & CO’S 
SPECIALTIES 
For INVALIDS. 


ESSENCE OF BEEF, 
BEEF TEA, — 
MEAT JUICE, &e., 


Prepared from finest ENGLISH MEATS 
Of all Chemists and Grocers. 


BRARD & OD. Barrer. 7a ae . WORKS, 


THE MOST NUTRITIOUS COCOA. 


EPS. 
COCOA 


FOR BREAKFAST AND SUPPER. 
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SAVE 50 TO 75 PER CENT. 


Buying Direct from the Manufacturers, 
THE DEED BOX SUPPLY 


COMPANY, 
29, TEMPLE 8T., WOLVERHAMPTON. 


HUNDREDS OF TESTIMONIALS. 
© Recext Onzs. 
March 21, 1896.—From Mesars. sae ds Betas, 15, Union- 
court, Old Broad-street, London, 

Dear Bir, Pal ten he pleased with the Deed Saino which 
you recently supplied to us, and now inclose cheque for 
£36 6a. 6d., the amount of your account for same, whi 
kindly receipt and return in duecourse. We shall be happy 

to recommend your company to any of our friends who may 
pen Deed Boxes. Yours faithfully, 

The Manager, The Deed Box 8 i Odes 3 y f 

e Deer x Supply pany, Back o 
36, Temple-street, Wolverhampton. . 


March 23, 1896.—From M: Booth, 62, Lincoln’s- 
inn-fields, poo W.C,. 
Dear Sirs,—I have received the fifteen Deed Boxes which 
you have made for me, and with which I am very pl s 
Yours y; H. D. Booru. 
The Deed Box Supply Gempeny. 





Set of best tinned 
steel fall-front Deed 
Boxes, 20 by 14 by 14, 
with strong iron stand 
and brass knobs and 


Locksare the best lever 
that can be made, 
lock to differ, and one 
a key to pass the 
CoMPARTMENTS : 
1 box with 4 
” ” 3 
1 ” ” 2 
» without. 


Packed in case and sent 
— paid as drawing 
£8 10s. Od. 
Ditto, with 8 Boxes, 
£6 10s. Od. 
Ditto, with 12 Boxes, 
£9 10s. Od. 
Ditto, with 16 Boxes, 
a 
Od. 


ALPHABET CASE ¢ (2 doors). 


. Made of Best Tinned 


Steel, with Best Lever 
ALPHABET CASE “(fall Piaget a 


Spring Lock and 2 Keys. 
Tinned b 
Siock Size, 30 by 17 
by 14. 
£2 5s. Od. 
Made any size to 
order to fit in 
recesses or on top 
Seige, Ss. 


ype ned FORM CASE. 


24 ComPaRTMENTS. 





Stock Size, 30 by 17 by 14. 
£% 10s. Od. 


May bes —_— ar size 


19 long by 143 wide by 
18 deep. 
£1 10s. Od. 


12 Compartuents. 
92 long Lg as. wide by 


—__-&1 On. 04, 


SPECIAL LINES IN BALLOT BOXES. 
REGISTERED FOLDING VOTING SCREENS. 
All kinds of Boxes made and Strong Rooms Fitted. 
Any of our Boxes not d of money 


in T and shall be 
pa ebvepyshoe sn ‘own, mae 





kI ENT COMPANY'S PLEASURE 
CRUISES by th 
Steamship “GARONNE” (3,901 tons register), 
From London July 22, and Leith July 24, 
For Norway Fiorps and Srirzseraey, 

Returning to London August 20. 

For Battic Cana, St. Pererssurc, Stocxnoiu, Wissy, 
Copexuaces, Canistiania, &c. 

Leaving London August 25, returning September 23. 
Managers: F. Green & Co. ; Anderson, Anderson, & Co. 

Head Offices: Fenchurch-avenue. 


For passage apply to the latter firm at 5, Fenchurch- 
Avenue, London, E.C.; or to the West-End Branch Office, 
16, Cockspur-street. 8.W. 

M. W. EDGLEY, 40 & 41, Fleet-st. 
AMERICAN ROLL TOP DESKS. 
M. W. Edgley, 40 & 41, Fleet-st. 
AMERICAN ROLL TOP DESKS, 
M. W. Edgiey, 40 & 41, Fleet-st, 
AMERICAN ROLL TOP DESKS. 
M. W. Edgley, 40 & 41, Fleet-st. 


EDE AND SON, 


ROBE ASA MAKERS. 


SPROIAL APPOINTMENT 
To Her Majesty, th the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the 
ch, Corporation of London, &c. 


ROBES FOR QuaEn’s COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 
SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 

and Gowns for Registrars, Town 
erks, and Olerke of the Peace, 


Corporation Robes, Universityand Clergy Gowns. 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 
THE COMPANIES ACTS, 1862 TO 1890. 


BY 





Law Wi 





AUTHORITY. 


Every requisite under the above Acts supplied on the 
shortest notices. 





The BOOKS and FORMS kept in stock for immediate 


use. 
MEMORANDA and ARTICLES OF ASSOCIATION 
pee A ag in the form for Ge ed and 
ib’ CATES, DEBENTURES, 


CHEGUES, > Tara ee ; 
Solicitors’ Account Books. 


RICHARD FLINT & CO., 


Stationers, Printers, Engravers, Registration Agents, 
49, FLEET-STREET, ies E.O. (corner 





DALRYMPLE HOME, 
RICKMANSWORTH, HERTS. 
For Gentlemen, under the Act and privately. 
For Terms, &c., apply to 
R. WELSH BRANTHWAITE, 
Medical 
TREATMENT of INEBRIETY and ABUSE of DRUGS. 


HIGH SHOT HOUSE,| ™ 
8ST. MARGARET'S, TWICKENHAM, 
the Acts and . 
For Gentlemen -“ ad privately. ‘erms, 
Apply to Medical Superintendent, 
F. BROMHEAD, B.A., M.B. (Camb.), M.R.C.S. (Eng.) 


INEBRIETY. 


MELBOURNE HOUSE, LEICESTER. 
PRIVATE HOME FOR LADIE&S. 
Medical Attendant : Cmae, J. BOND, F.R.C.S8. Eng., 
LRP. jest M. RILEY, Soc. 
be rea Excellent 
feeal ond wrote Medical References. For terms and particulars 
reey Mise RILEY, or the Principal. 











PULLER, HORSEY, SONS, & CASS) 
11, BILLITER SQUARE, LONDON, B.C, _ 
Established 1907. . 
AUCTIONEERS, VALANee, AND cURV ETO 


MILLS AND MANUPACTORIES, 
PLANT AND MACHINERY 
WHARVES AND WAREHOUSES. FE 
Telegraphic Address—“ Futien, Horsry, Loxpos.” 


AUCTION SALES. 
N 


FSSRS. FIELD & SONS’ AUCTIONS 
take place MONTHLY, at the MART, and 

every description of House Property. Printed terms 

be had on application at their Offices. Messrs, ie 

Sons undertake surveys of all kinds, and give dol 

attention to Rating and Compensation Claims. Offs 

64, Borough High-street, and 52, Chancery-lane, Wc. 


JOHN GERMAN, SON, & BEVEN, | : 
LAND AGENTS, SURVEYORS & AUCTIONEERS 
59 and 60, CHANCERY LANE, W.C, 
Country Offices : 


Asupy-pg-La-Zoucn, LEicEsTERSHIRE, 
CuartT Ley, STAFFORDSHIRE, 
Wiuizsizy, Dexpysuine. 

Kinoston, Norrs. 


Telegraphic Address, “* Cogitate, London.” : 
ADVANCES ON NOTE OF HAND WITHOUT ~ 
SURETIES. 3 
Vy Baas. EDWARDS & CO., of # 
Sackville-street, to 
ee upwards, or to treat most liber 


with an introducing business of above 
No Teer lay a delay and strictly private and reliable d 








Fn Rayment an to bankers a quis 
venience. * 
HCENIX FIRE OFFICE, 19, Lom 
STREET, and 57, Cuanine-cross, Lompox, 
Established 1782. 

Lowest Current Rates. 

Liberal and Prompt Settlements. 

Assured free of all Liability. 

Electric Lighting Rules supplied. 


W. C. Macponatp, } Joint 
F. B. Macponatp, §8 ar 








es see pat gn : 2 


REVERSIONARY REET Shae and © 
SRNUITIES Purchased. - 
The Company pays all its own Costs of Purchase, 
Apply to ‘Sucnerasy, , 68, old Broad-street, London, 


a 


Special Advantages to Private Insusema, 
THE IMPERIAL gysvrance come. 


Subscribed Capital, £1,200,000; Paid-up, £300,000, 
Total Funds over £1,500,000. E 
EB. COZENS SMITH, General yer. 


THE REVERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY, 


E BLISHED 1686 
(Esta ) ana 


Purchase 

Property, and terests mon Life Policies, 

Advance Money upon these Securities 
Paid-up Share and Debenture Capital, £613,735, j 

17, KING’S ARMS YARD, COLEMAN STREET, 


Rega aca ee and LIFE INTER 
poe He. LANDED or FUNDED PROPERTY « 











IFE ASSURANCE POLIOTEI 
WANTED for large sums on lives past forty-five. 
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